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Part A
Summary of Public Comments




Summary of Public Comments

TABLE F-1
Public Comment Summary

Name/Organization

Date of Comment Submittal

Summary of Comments

(letters attached)

Section of
Response Summary
Where Comments
are Addressed

Mick Noland, Chief Operating Statement at public hearing: July 13, IBT amount assumes construction of a proposed regional LA
Officer for City of Fayetteville 2000 wastewater treatment plant with discharge to the Cape
Public Works Commission Fear River
The alternative to purchase water from Raleigh should be LA
reevaluated
The model does not simulate the low flow conditions LA
experienced in 1998
The Jordan Lake water quality pool is insufficient for 1.B
downstream water quality needs
The current safe yield estimate of 100 mgd from Jordan 1.C
Lake is questionable
EIS needs to provide information on whether the 1.D
cumulative impacts of all water withdrawals and transfers
are acceptable
IV.F
EIS should be evaluated objectively without consideration
of construction already underway on water treatment plant
John Malzone, Cumberland Statement at public hearing: July 13, 2000 IBT may inhibit growth in the Fayetteville region .M
County Chamber of Commerce
Elton Hendricks, President of Statement at public hearing: July 13, 2000 If aggressive conservation was used as an assumption in 11.B
Methodist College the IBT, there may be significant direct impacts
Triangle should put the water back in the Cape Fear River  LE, IM, I1.B
after they use it.
Senator Anthony E.. Rand, 24™ Letter dated: July 13, 2000 Triangle communities should put water back in Cape Fear  L.E, LM, II.B
District River after they remove it
Lura S. Tally, former member of Letter dated: July 7, 2000 If Triangle communities do not replace water they remove LLE, ILH
North Carolina Senate from Cape Fear, they will cause problems downstream
Rollin S. Shaw, City Council Correspondence dated: July 30, 2000 Cary should return water it removes from the Cape Fear LLE, LM, 11.B

Member, Fayetteville and Dr.
Frank S. Shaw
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TABLE F-1
Public Comment Summary

Name/Organization

Date of Comment Submittal

Summary of Comments

(letters attached)

Section of
Response Summary
Where Comments
are Addressed

David Brook, Deputy State Memorandum dated: July 3, 2000 - IBT will not impact property eligible for listing in National N/A
Historic Preservation Officer, NC Register of Historic Places
Department of Cultural Resources
Rick Givens, Chairman, Chatham  Letter dated: July 18, 2000 - Downstream users need assurance that there will be 1.B, ILE, ILH
County Board of Commissioners adequate water supply and adequate water quality
Larry B. Thomas, Director of Letter dated: July 20, 2000 - Transfer of water will have negative environmental impact 1.B, I.D, I.LE
Public Works, City of Sanford on Cape Fear River Basin. Each transfer should not be
reviewed individually.
- Transfer of water will have negative economic impact on IB,1.C, LE
Cape Fear River Basin
Mick Noland, Chief Operating Letter dated: July 27, 2000 * - Future agricultural water withdrawals should be described. 1.J
Officer of Water Resources ) ]
Division, Public Works - Randleman Lake should be simulated in the model I.K
C ission, City of Fayettevill . . .
ommission, LAty of rayetievie - A modeling scenario should be included that compares the I.L
proposed alternative, with only current and recommended
Jordan Lake allocations, to the Base 1998 case.
Hugh T. Caldwell, Director of Letter dated: July 27, 2000 - The proposed IBT may impact downstream water quality LLE, LH
Public Utilities, City of Wilmington and assimilative capacity
- The EIS did not consider the affects of Durham obtaining 1.0
an allocation from Jordan Lake
Rodney Tart, Director, Harnett Letter dated: July 31, 2000 - EIS indicates there will be minimal impact on downstream 11.B
County Department of Public water supply at Lillington and does not object to the IBT.
Utilities However, as growth continues, water resources will
become more limited. Therefore, plans should begin to
return water to the Cape Fear
- Support DWR's efforts to develop a comprehensive model |/ g
of future Cape Fear River use
Hal Broadfoot, citizen of Correspondence dated: July 13, 2000 - Triangle financing its growth by using water resources that 1.G

Fayetteville

belong to downstream users
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TABLE F-1
Public Comment Summary

Name/Organization

Date of Comment Submittal

Summary of Comments

(letters attached)

Section of
Response Summary
Where Comments
are Addressed

- Fayetteville, unlike upstream neighbors, have invested in IV.D
state-of-the-art water and wastewater treatment
Reid Gannt, citizen of Fayetteville =~ Correspondence dated: July 13, 2000 - Allowing this interbasin transfer will be disastrous for Cape  I.E, I.H
Fear River
Marie Tinnin Stewart, citizen of Correspondence dated: July 13, 2000 - Build a treatment plant that will correct the interbasin 11.B
Fayetteville transfer prior to withdrawing more water from Jordan Lake
Scott M. Bigelow, citizen of Correspondence dated: July 13, 2000 - What conservation measures are being undertaken in II.C
Lumberton Triangle?
- Build a new WWTP that discharges to the Cape Fear I.B
- Look at 100 year drought; in drought impacts of pollution I.D
are amplified
- Did study account for pollution in Cape Fear? I.H
- Good planning would dictate that state grow in areas IV.A
where there are resources to support the growth
- Legislature should fund study to ensure that North Carolina IV.B
will not experience the water problems of the west
- Use supply and demand to dictate who gets water IV.E
- Make the IBT certificate temporary. If water quality in the Il
Cape Fear declines, revoke or cut back the transfer
- Hold hearing downstream in Cape Fear and not in Cary I.N
- Triangle does not need water IV.C
Colonel W. S. Crumlish, USA Letter dated: July 11, 2000 - Water should remain in Cape Fear Basin ILE
Retired, Corps of Engineers
Walter D. Dietrich, citizen of Letter dated: July 16, 2000 - State has underestimated the drinking water capacity of I.C
Fayetteville Jordan Lake
- Interbasin transfer should not be allowed; plant that will 11.B
return water to Cape Fear River should be built first
James and Jenny Rosser, citizens  Correspondence dated: July 30, 2000 - Apex should return water it removes from the Cape Fear 11.B
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TABLE F-1
Public Comment Summary

Name/Organization Date of Comment Submittal Summary of Comments Section of
Response Summary
Where Comments
are Addressed

(letters attached)

of Fayetteville

Maryann and Bob McCoy, citizens  Correspondence dated: July 30, 2000 - Cary should return water it removes from the Cape Fear 11.B

of Fayetteville

D. R. Himocks, Jr., citizen of Correspondence dated: July 31, 2000 - Towns that remove water from the Cape Fear should 11.B, IV.B
Fayetteville return it to avoid situation similar to Colorado River

* Many of the comments submitted in this letter were identical to the oral statement provided on July 13, 2000 at the public hearing. Only those comments that were not
included in the July 13, 2000 statement are summatrized in this table.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

Environmental Impact Statement for RTP South and the Towns of Cary, Apex, and
Morrisville in Wake County for the Increase in Interbasin Transfer from the Haw
River Subbasin to the Neuse River Basin

|.  Impacts on Downstream Uses

A. The base 1998 modeling scenario is supposed to represent existing basin conditions in 1998 and is
used as a baseline to compare alternatives. The model did not accurately predict the low flows in 1998.

The model cannot accurately predict the low flows in 1998 because of the way Jordan Lake
releases were managed. The model was developed based on the Army Corps of Engineers rules
and guidelines for releasing water. The model cannot take into account human subjectivity in
releasing water. In 1998, the Corps released higher amounts of water in the spring, only to
realize in the fall that the water quality pool was almost depleted. The Corps then worked with
the Division of Water Resources and the Division of Water Quality to ratchet back the minimum
releases to ensure that the water quality pool was not depleted while downstream water quality
conditions were maintained. Monitoring indicated that this did not impact downstream uses.

The Base 1998 scenario was not meant to mimic observed daily flows during specific time
periods such as 1998, but to provide a baseline, under current conditions (including the guide
curve), for comparison of hydrologic indicators among different scenarios. The model scenarios
presented in the EIS accurately portray the relative differences in hydrologic indicators that are
expected between proposed and current conditions. While the absolute flows would change if
the model could be used to mimic 1998 low flows, the relative difference between current and
proposed conditions would not change significantly.

B. The Jordan Lake water quality pool is insufficient for downstream uses; in the past, the 600-cfs target
at Lillington has frequently not been met.

The model shows that the IBT will not reduce the amount of downstream flow that can be
maintained. This is because the Lake’s water quality pool, the full amount of which is reserved
only for insuring downstream flow, is managed separately from the water supply pool. This
means that water withdrawn for the IBT will not reduce the amount available to ensure
downstream flow. Therefore, the IBT cannot affect downstream flow, so there is no impact to be
addressed in the EIS. Furthermore, failure to always meet the 600-cfs target does not necessarily
mean that the water quality pool is insufficient for downstream uses. The 600-cfs flow target at
Lillington was set based on some assumptions regarding the adequacy of the water quality pool,
without the benefits of a detailed analysis using a tool such as DWR’s Cape Fear River Basin
(“CFRB”) Hydrologic Model, and therefore it is a somewhat arbitrary target.

Even though it is clear that the downstream flow would not be affected by the IBT, the
applicants realize this is obviously an important issue to downstream entities. Thus, the model
was used to examine the impact the proposed IBT would have on the frequency that the flow
target of 600-cfs at Lillington can be met. This modeling effort, which is presented in the EIS,
clearly shows that the ability to achieve the 600-cfs target is uninfluenced, or even mildly
enhanced, by the proposed IBT. Table 12 and Appendix B shows the target would be met (on a
daily basis for the sixty-nine year modeling period) 65% of the time under Base Future
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conditions, and 65.1% under proposed conditions. The target would be met 65.7% of the time
under Base 1998 conditions, and 65.9% of the time under the newly modeled “Proposed
Incremental A” scenario (discussed under item I.L. below)

C. The safe yield of Jordan Lake may have been overestimated.

The Division of Water Resources feels that the modeling completed to date supports the use of
100 mgd as a good estimate of the safe yield of the Jordan Lake water supply pool. In addition,
DWR is planning to work with the COE in evaluating and updating the drought management
plan for the project. The drought management plan will influence the return period for this
yield. The issue of safe yield will be evaluated during Round 3 of the Jordan Lake water supply
allocation process with the CFRB Hydrologic Model. It should be noted that the Jordan Lake
water supply allocations are actually allocations of a storage volume, not a withdrawal amount.
Therefore, while average annual withdrawal rates are used in discussing the allocations, the
withdrawal of each allocation holder will ultimately be limited to the volume of water in their
separately-tracked portion of the water supply pool. If the water supply pool is depleted there
will be no withdrawals and therefore cannot impact the water quality pool. Again, the purpose
of this EIS was to evaluate the impacts of the proposed action under the current guide curve and
operational practices of Jordan Lake.

D. The EIS needs to provide information on whether the cumulative impacts of all water withdrawals and
transfers are acceptable.

The EIS does examine the cumulative impacts of future water withdrawals and discharges in
Appendix B. The EIS indicates that low flows will actually increase when the proposed
interbasin transfer is modeled along with estimated future withdrawals and discharges
throughout the Cape Fear River Basin. This is because wastewater discharges will increase
streamflow, especially downstream of reservoirs, during low flow periods. The following table
excerpted from the EIS (Appendix B, section 5.2) illustrates this point:

Scenario Lillington Fayetteville

7Q10 30Q20 30Q50 7Q10 30Q20 30Q50
Base Future 183 260 160 446 458 335
Proposed Cumulative 357 368 271 511 521 420
Alt. 1A Cumulative* 331 346 243 496 499 391

Note: all values in cfs.
* Alternative 1A is no increase in interbasin transfer or increase in withdrawal from Jordan for Cary, Apex, Morrisville, and RTP

Appendix B, Table 12, in the EIS shows that flows at Lillington should exceed the target of 600
cfs as follows (based on daily flows over the 69-year study period):

BaseFuture: 64.5 percent of the time
Alternative 1A Cumulative (no increase in IBT): 65.5 percent of the time
Proposed Cumulative: 66.1 percent of the time

Therefore, the cumulative effect of increased withdrawals and discharges in the Cape Fear River
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basin above Lillington is to slightly increase flows at Lillington and other points downstream of
Jordan Lake.

E. If Triangle communities do not replace water they remove from the Cape Fear River, they will cause
problems downstream.

The only mechanism for the proposed IBT to cause problems downstream is if it resulted in
substantially lower flows in the Cape Fear River. Modeling that was performed to evaluate the
different alternatives indicates that there is negligible difference in expected downstream flows
when comparing the proposed interbasin transfer to the base future case. The modeling results
are summarized in Appendix B of the EIS. Cary and other towns in the Triangle are planning to
replace a portion of the water withdrawn from Jordan Lake, and are working toward building a
proposed regional water reclamation facility that will discharge wastewater to the Cape Fear
River Basin.

F. The proposed IBT will have minimal impact on the flow at Lillington. However water resources will
become more limited in the Cape Fear River, and in the long term, it will be prudent to plan to return
water that is removed from the river basin.

Cary and other towns in the Triangle are working toward building a proposed regional water
reclamation facility that will discharge wastewater to the Cape Fear River Basin.

G. The Triangle is financing its growth by using water resources that belong to downstream users.

Water is not a commodity that belongs to any one area or community in the state. Rather, itis
everyone’s responsibility to ensure its protection from both a quantity and quality standpoint.
The EIS and IBT certification processes are designed to ensure that the needs of potential users
and impacts of the proposed action are adequately considered.

H. The study did not account for pollution in the Cape Fear River and the need for flow to assimilate
wastewater.

The only mechanism for the interbasin transfer to impact water quality and the ability of the
river to assimilate wastewater would be if it resulted in substantially lower flows in the Cape
Fear River. The modeling results indicate that, with the proposed IBT, flows near Lillington and
Fayetteville will remain basically unchanged from the base future condition, in which the Jordan
water supply pool is allocated according to the current plan. The water that is transferred under
the proposed interbasin transfer is associated with withdrawal of water from Jordan Lake’s
water supply pool, and will not impact the water quality pool which is used for low flow
augmentation as explained in I.B. Inflows to and releases from the water quality pool are
managed separately from the water supply pool.

I.  The Interbasin Transfer certificate should be temporary. If water quality declines in the Cape Fear
River, the certificate can be revoked or cut back.

The only mechanism for the interbasin transfer to impact water quality would be if it resulted in
substantially lower flows in the Cape Fear River. The modeling results indicate that, with the
proposed IBT, flows near Lillington and Fayetteville will remain basically unchanged from the
base future condition, in which the Jordan water supply pool is allocated according to the
current plan. Therefore, there are no changes expected in water quality as a result of the
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proposed interbasin transfer.
J.  Future agricultural withdrawals should be described.

Irrigation water for agricultural use was included in the modeling scenarios. Available evidence
indicates that agricultural use is more likely to decrease than increase in the future. The
consultants who developed the hydrologic model suggested that while total agricultural acreage
will probably decrease in the future, some newer crops may use more water, so the total
agricultural use may not change significantly. Therefore, to be conservative, future agricultural
withdrawals were assumed, based on guidance from the Division of Water Resources, to be
identical to the withdrawals made in 1998. The consultants’ expert advised that future needs for
agricultural use should not be based on past trends, and that assuming the total needs remain
constant is a reasonable approach. Using 1998 irrigation statistics should be fairly conservative
as it was a low flow year.

K. Randleman Lake should have been included in the model runs.

Omitting Randleman Lake from the model runs is a conservative assumption. Randleman Lake
was omitted from the model runs based on guidance from the Division of Water Resources.
DWR has indicated that this is conservative as including Randleman results in increased flows
in the Deep River since there will be a minimum release from Randleman Dam. In addition,
Randleman Lake will result in flow into the Haw River subbasin from the Deep River subbasin,
thereby increasing the Haw River flows.

L. A modeling scenario should be included for comparison to the Base 1998 case that represents the
proposed alternative with only the existing and recommended Jordan Lake allocations.

An additional model scenario (“Proposed Incremental A””) has been developed. The following
table shows the resulting low flow statistics for this “Proposed Incremental A” scenario as
compared to the Base 1998 scenario.

Scenario 7Q10 at Lillington (cfs) 7Q10 at Fayetteville (cfs)
Base 1998 132.6 406.2
Proposed Incremental A 205.0 462.6

Under the Proposed Incremental A scenario, flows at Lillington exceed the 600-cfs target 65.9
percent of the time, compared to 65.7 percent of the time under the Base 1998 scenario. Table 12
from Appendix B has been updated to include this new modeling run as shown below.

M. The proposed IBT may inhibit growth in the Fayetteville region.
The only mechanism for the interbasin transfer to impact growth in Fayetteville would be if it
resulted in substantially lower flows in the Cape Fear River. As shown above, the proposed IBT

will have an insignificant impact on the flow downstream of Jordan Dam compared to current
conditions.
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TABLE 12
Comparison of Hydrologic Impacts of EIS Alternatives

Scenario Description Jordan Lake Jordan Lake  Water Flows at Flows at
Outflow < Level < 210 Quality Pool Lillington < Fayetteville <
100 cfs ft. MSL <20% 600 cfs 600 cfs

Base 1998 Existing Conditions 12.6% 4.9% 4.2% 34.3% 2.0%
Base Future Existing, plus Jordan Withdrawals = 100 mgd ~ 15.2% 8.7% 3.8% 35.5% 1.9%
Alternatives for Incremental Impacts Evaluation

Proposed Incremental Requested IBT Increase 16.0% 8.6% 3.5% 34.9% 1.8%
Proposed Incremental A Requested IBT with only existing and 14.0% 5.9% 4.0% 34.1% 2.0%

recommended Jordan allocations
Alt. 1A No IBT Increase and No Additional Allocation 15.2% 8.7% 3.8% 35.5% 1.9%
Alt. 1B Additional Allocation with No IBT Increase 15.9% 8.4% 3.4% 34.8% 1.8%
Alt. 2 Obtain Water from Neuse Basin 15.9% 8.4% 3.4% 34.8% 1.8%
Alt. 3 Eelocate Existing WWTP Discharges to Cape  16.2% 8.3% 3.4% 34.5% 1.8%
ear
Alt. 4 Merger with Durham 16.0% 8.6% 3.5% 34.9% 1.8%
Alt. 5 No Regional WWTP (IBT = 54 mgd) 15.8% 9.2% 4.1% 35.7% 2.0%
Alt. 6 No Regional WWTP; Jordan withdrawal = 20 15.4% 8.9% 3.9% 35.6% 1.9%
mgd (IBT = 27 mgd)

Alternatives for Cumulative Impacts Evaluation

Proposed Cumulative Requested IBT Increase 13.7% 6.2% 2.6% 33.9% 1.8%
Alt. 1A Cumulative No IBT Increase and No Additional Allocation 13.0% 6.3% 2.7% 34.5% 1.9%
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N. Future hearings should be held in a downstream community and not Cary.
Comment noted.

O. Durham’s application for an allocation from Jordan Lake that will result in a net loss to the Cape Fear
Basin by correcting an existing IBT from the Neuse was not considered in the EIS.

Durham’s allocation request from Jordan Lake was denied and was thus not examined
individually. However, all model scenarios, other than the new “Proposed Incremental A”
scenario, were based on the assumption that the remainder of the water supply pool was
allocated to unknown users, which could potentially include Durham. It was also assumed that
fifty percent of the remaining allocated amount was returned to the Cape Fear River basin.
Durham’s future projected wastewater was also included in the base future scenarios.

[I. Alternatives

A. The alternative to purchase water from Raleigh should be reevaluated. The adopted Wake County
Water & Sewer Master Plan includes a recommendation that Raleigh’s water treatment plant capacity
be expanded to 96 mgd by 2003, to 120 mgd by 2011, and to 136 mgd by 2025. Raleigh recently
adopted a Capital Improvement Program that allocates $54 million for expanding Raleigh’s water
treatment capacity.

Raleigh has indicated that they will not sell Cary more water, for either the short or long term.
While the Wake County Water and Sewer Master Plan recommended major expansions of
Raleigh’s water supply system, the expanded capacity was targeted to serve only the eastern
portions of Wake County. The Plan also recommended that withdrawals from Jordan Lake be
expanded to 38.4 mgd (average annual) to meet long-term needs from western Wake County
communities.

B. The Triangle Communities should build a wastewater treatment facility that will correct the
interbasin transfer of water before they withdraw more water from Jordan Lake.

Cary and other towns in the Triangle are working toward building a proposed regional water
reclamation facility that will discharge wastewater to the Cape Fear River Basin.

C. What conservation efforts are ongoing in the Triangle? Conservation should be used prior to
interbasin transfer.

Conservation efforts are outlined in section 6.2.3.4 of the EIS. The western Wake communities
requesting the IBT certificate have water conservation programs, and the water use associated
with the requested IBT amount is based on aggressive conservation efforts and assumes a per
capita water demand rate for Cary and Apex that is considerably lower than the per capita
demand rate generically assumed for the rest of Wake County. The following table shows
projected per capita water demands used to develop the 2030 water needs in the EIS for Cary
and Apex in comparison to average demands developed for Wake County communities for the
Water and Sewer plan.
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Community 2030 Average per capita demand (gpcd)

Cary 82
Apex 88
Wake Co Water and Sewer Plan 130

[Il. Interbasin Transfer Calculation

A. The interbasin transfer calculation assumes construction of a proposed regional wastewater treatment
plant with discharge to the Cape Fear River. This assumption should not be made as the treatment
plant is not guaranteed.

The interbasin transfer request is based on the assumption that a new WWTP will be built that
discharges to the Cape Fear River Basin. Without a discharge returning water to the Cape Fear
River basin, the 27 mgd IBT will only support average day withdrawals from Jordan Lake of
about 20 mgd which would only satisfy the applicants projected needs until 2007. To meet
higher demands, Cary would have to limit growth or pursue one of the other alternatives
presented in the EIS.

An additional modeling scenario (Alternative 6) was investigated that included average annual
Jordan Lake withdrawals of 20 mgd and no return to the Cape Fear River, which would result
an IBT equal to the requested 27-mgd amount. Under this scenario, the 600-cfs target at
Lillington would be exceeded 64.4 percent of the time, compared to 64.5 percent under the Base
Future scenario. This indicates that even if the proposed WWTP is not built, the impact of a 27-
mgd IBT on downstream flows in the Cape Fear River would be insignificant. The updated
Table 12 from Appendix B of the EIS shown above contains the results of this additional model
run.

The communities have agreed to request an IBT assuming that wastewater is returned to the
Cape Fear River basin within a very short time frame. The purpose for including this
assumption in the IBT calculations and the proposed request was to demonstrate the
communities’ commitment to returning water to the Cape Fear River Basin.

B. Aggressive conservation was assumed in the IBT calculations. If this conservation does not occur,
there may be significant impacts on downstream uses.

The amount of the interbasin transfer request is based on aggressive conservation in the
Triangle communities. If this conservation does not occur, the communities will reach the limit
of the IBT sooner, and there is no mechanism to exceed that amount. Then the communities will
need to pursue other alternatives to supply water to their citizens for the 30-year planning time
frame. If the request is approved, Cary would not be able to exceed the approved IBT amount
and so impacts would not differ from those presented in the EIS.

V. Miscelaneous Comments

A. Good planning would dictate that the state grow in areas where there are resources to support the
growth.
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One of the purposes of Jordan Lake is to supply water. Consequently, the reservoir was built
with a reserved water supply pool. Another purpose of the reservoir is flow augmentation
downstream to protect water quality. To meet this use, a separate pool of water exists that
cannot be withdrawn for water supply purposes. The yield analysis and allocation rules for
Jordan Lake’s water supply pool recognize that some of the water supply will not be returned.

B. The legislature should fund a study to ensure that North Carolina will not experience the water issues
that the west is struggling with.

Comment noted.
C. The Triangle does not need water.
The need for water was presented in Section 2 of the EIS.

D. Fayetteville has invested in state-of-the-art water and wastewater treatment, and the Triangle
communities should do so as well.

The Triangle communities have also installed state-of-the-art wastewater treatment and have
limits equivalent or more stringent than those for communities downstream of Jordan Lake —
often including additional requirements for nutrient removal.

E. The free market method of supply and demand should be used to determine who gets water.
Communities and entities that offer the highest price should get the water.

Comment noted.

F. The EIS should be evaluated objectively without consideration of construction already underway on
water treatment plant.

Comment noted.
G. As North Carolina continues to grow, water resources in the Cape Fear River Basin will become more
limited. The Division of Water Resources should continue to develop a comprehensive model of future

Cape Fear River use.

Comment noted.
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Part B
Public Hearing Oral Comments
July 13, 2000




[Letter from Senator Anthony E. Rand read into record by Hearing Officer]
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NORTH CAROLINA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Senator Anthony E. Rand, 24th District

July 13,2000

Channman, Rules and Chperanens of the Senale

Wice Clarmise, A ppropranens/Bise Buger
Vive Chanmmun. Informeaisn Technloes

1 T33-b U b TO BE READ AT THE HEARING THIS EVENING

L T TR e L Lo TN

CARY TOWN HALL. 5:00 - 7:00 P.M.,

Mr. Tony Young

Hearnng Officer

Division of Water Resources y
Department of Environment and Natural Resources SRR
Archdale Building

512 North Salisbury Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1148

Dear Mr. Young

Through my service in the General Assembly and also my service as Chairman of the
Cape Fear River Assembly for several years, [ have become acutely aware of the
problems of water supply and the protection of the Cape Fear River Basin.

The City of Fayetteville has been blessed to be located on the Cape Fear and the founding
fathers of our city knew this when they located our city there. Now there are those who
would deny us our most valuable resource and take the short term approach to transfer
water from our river basin. To allow others to grow at our expense would be shortsighted
in the extreme. The City of Fayetteville has voted a significant bond issue in order o

return the water it takes from the Cape Fear back to the Cape Fear for further use by those
dowm stream,

We should all be good stewards of our natural resources and should not try to benefit at
the expense of the less fortunate. [ have no problem with the Triangle using water from

the Cape Fear, but | do have significant problems with their failure to return it 10 where
the Lord originally put 1.

I appreciate your attention to this and wish you well in your efforts.

Very truly yours,

AER:ec /ﬂ%@nd
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[Oral Comments of John Malzone — Cumberland County Chamber of Commer ce]

Thank you, my name is John Malzone from Fayetteville and | am here on behalf of the citizens
of Fayetteville and Cumberland County. More particularly the Fayetteville/Cumberland
County Area Chamber of Commerce.

I am a member of the Chamber of Commerce as well as being a member of the Fayetteville Area
Economic Development Commission and | remember back in 1988 when the original 16 million
gallons were transferred. There was a discussion in Fayetteville but we were busy with other
matters. We didn’t complain too much and plus it was our good friends up in Cary, by gosh it
was a nice little town up in Cary, we were happy to see them grow. But funny things have
happened over these past several years and Cary has grown dramatically as has Fayetteville.
But the difference is that we are a low wealth community and consequently we do not have the
proximity to the state capital, we don’t have the highways, the educational resources. But what
we do have is the desire to grow because Fayetteville and Cary are kind of alike. Most
everybody from Fayetteville is not from Fayetteville and a lot of people from Cary are not from
Cary. But what happens is people gravitate to a certain geographic location and we have
similar likes and similar desires, we want our community to grow.

What we understand in Fayetteville is that for us to grow successfully we have to have
industrial development. For this we have no problem with Wake County and the Triangle Area
using water from the Haw Basin/Cape Fear Basin as long as they return it to that basin so that
we downstream can use that water. We cannot grow if water is taken from this basin, deposited
into the Neuse Basin never to return. So on behalf of the citizens, the 350,000 people in the
Greater Fayetteville/Cumberland County Area we urge you to re-examine this Impact
Statement. | serve on the Cape Fear Valley Health Systems Board Trustee, two years as its
President and a 600 million dollar a year health system and we find that when we want an issue
to go our way, we pay the consultants. So consequently consultants are wonderful, they
provide a tremendous amount of information but to say that there is no significant impact
downstream, | think is an incorrect interpretation of reality.

Thank you.

FINAL 15



[Written text of oral comments of Mick Noland, Chief Operating Officer, Public Works
Commission, City of Fayetteville]

STATEMENT BY
FAYETTEVILLE PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION

JULY 13, 2000 PUBLIC HEARING
PROPOSED IET INCREASE FOR
RTP SOUTH AND TOWNS OF CARY, APEX AND MORRISVILLE

My name is Mick Noland. | am the Chief Operating Officer for the Water
Rescurces Division of the City of Fayetteville Public Works Commission. This
evening | would like to take a few minules to describe some of our concerns with
the proposed interbasin transfer increase for several communities in the Triangle
area. | wilf confine my remarks to specific areas relevant to the May 2000 Draft

EIS that is currently under review.

First, wa believe that the Proposed Action should be redefined. The
Proposed Action assumes that construction of a regional wastewater treatment
plant will occur in western Wake County with discharge 1o the Cape Fear River.
However, we know of no reason that this can be assumed as a given. No
environmental review has yet been issued for public review of such a project

We do not believe that it is appropriate to now assume that a West Cary
wasiewaler reatment plant or some other similar project will be permitted. A
SEPA review procass has not even been conducted and potential construction of
such & project is envisioned by Cary as being nearly a decade away

Altemative 3 is defined assuming that the Cary North, Cary South, and Apex
wastewater treatment plants may have sufficient permitted capacity to treat
projected wastewater flows to 2030 In fact, the recently adopted \Wake County
Water & Sewer Plan includes a recommendation that the capacities of both the

Cary North and Cary South wastewater treatment plants be expanded in the near
future,

FINAL 16



Gwen these facts, we request that the Proposed Action be redefined as
Alternative 5, which assumes that no regional wastewater treatment plant is
constructed in the Cape Fear Basin,

Second, we believe that the altemative of purchasing water from Raleigh
should be reavaluated. Alternative 2 includes purchase of finished water from
cither Durham or Raleigh. The EIS points out that Raleigh has recently denied
Cary’s request for additional water purchases through 2003, However, Cary has
a conneclion with the City of Raleigh with a capacity of 13 mgd and, as recently
as May of this year, Raleigh did agree to sell additional water to Apex and
Wendell, In addition, there have been recent reponts that Raleigh could still
agree to sell additional water to Cary, particularly if the State approves ncreasing
Faleigh's water trealment plant capacity to 80 mgd. The adopted Wake County
Water & Sewer Plan even includes a recommendation that Raleigh's water
treaiment plant capacity be expanded to 96 mgd by 2003, to 120 mgd by 2011,
and to 136 mgd by 2025 To back up this recommendation, Raleigh, less than
two maonths age, adopted a Capital Improvement Program that allocates 54
million dellars for expanding Raleigh's water treatment capacity

Given these facts, we request that the availability and feasibility of purchasing
waler from Raleigh be reevaluated in light of adopted plans to greatly expand
Raleigh's water treatmant capacity.

Third, we do not believe that the EIS scenarios provide a realistic low flow
impact assessment for users downstream of Jordan Lake. The Base {998
scenanc is supposed to represent existing basin conditions in 1998, However,
Cape Fear River flows at Lillington simuiated in the E1S are frequently much
mgher than actually occurred dunng the period since Jordan L.al-ce filling was
completed in 1982, The fact is that actual Lilington flows have dropped below
the 500 cfs mimimum flow target every yoar betwaen 1982 and 2000, aften far

below GO0 ofs, and to levels as low as 300 ois. In other words, the impact



assessment of downslream flow conditions is theoretical rather than a realistic
assessment of what downstream users can expacl. The low flow pericds where
large flow discrepancies exist between actual and simulaled levels are the same

periods that are critical for evaluating the impact on downstream communities
such as Fayetteville

Grven these facls, we request that a realistic evaluation of low flow impacts
below Jordan Lake be developed for the EIS.

Fourth, we believe that the EIS scenarios demonstrate that the Jordan Lake
water quality pool is already insufficient for downstream needs. Even under
the Base 1988 scenario, simulated Jordan Lake water quality storage is fully
depleted so frequently that it is clear that the water quality pool is too small to
maintain the 500 ofs minimum flow target at Lilington. This demonstrates a
critical problem in how current Jordan Lake storage is cumently managed. We
believe that it would make more sense to first ensure that adequate storage can
be apportioned to maintain downstream flow needs bafars allocating additional
water supply storage. Otherwise, downstream users such as Fayetteville, who
depend on Jordan Lake water quality storage to maintain the minimum flow
target, can already expect insufficient Cape Fear flows during drought.  This
expectation is confirmed in the Base 1998 scenario resulls fram the EIS showing
Lilington flows dropping down to about 100 cfs or lass during one out of BVEry
seven years, The EIS claims that the Proposed Action will not affect downstream
users supplies or assimilative capacities. However, the EIS misses the point that
the data show that there is already a problem with the water quality pool

maintaning an adequate low flow regime.

Given these facts, we question the logic of approving new allocations when, even

under existing conditions, downstream users already face such critical supply

uncerainbes



Fifth, we believe that the EIS scenarios demonstrate that the current Jordan
Lake water supply safe yield estimate is questionable. The Proposed
Incremental scenario assumes that total Jordan Lake withdrawals equal 100
mgd. Under this scenario, simulated Jordan Lake water supply storage is fully
depleted in 1933, 1934, 1953 and 1954 and nearly depleted in 1985. We
question the legitimacy of the 100 mgd safe yield estimate for Jordan Lake when
these EIS results show water supply storage being fully depleted in multiple
droughts and fully depleted or at less than § percent for over three consecutive
months in one drought. At the ver'y lzast, these resulls demonsirate that the 100
mgd estimate may be aptimistically high. This is even before considering the
patential safe yield reduction if the *50 Percent Rule” were modified to allow 3
greater than 50 percent diversion of the water supply pool out of Jordan Lake's
watershed.

Given these facts, we guestion the prudenca of approving new allocations when
this level of uncertainty exists with this most basic assumption of available safe

yield for allocation,

Sixth, we do not believa that the acceptability of cumulative impacts has
been assessed. 1he EIS does include scenarios in which the complete Jordan
Lake water supply pool is utilized. However, the real question, of whether the
curmulative impacts are acceptabla or not, is not addressed in the EIS.

Lastly, we wish to emphasize that an objective evaluation of the EIS is
necded regardless of the construction already underway to make use of the
proposed allocation. Cary/Apex water supply system improvements ara
already well underway that would allow withdrawal and treatment of an expanded
Jordan Lake allocation, These improvements include expansion of the water
realment plant, expanswon of the raw water pump station, and construction of 2

raw water transmission ine. Millions of dollars have already been spent on this



construction which began last year in October. These improvements have boen
made withoul EMC approvals and constitule a sizable risk

Gwen these facts, it's critical that the EIS be objectively evaluated even though

milliors of dollars have already been spent on construction

In closing, let me just add that we now have the oppariunily to take a positive
step toward ensuring that the Cape Fear River remamns available for the present
and future generations whao will have to rely on this resource. The serious
warning signs that already exist in this basin should cause all of us to stop and
make sure that these issues are addressed now, while the opportunity still exists,
and before ireversible actions are taken. We merely nead 1o look al the waler
quality issues in the adjacent Neuse River Basin {0 see how serious problems
can easily overtake us if we don't take full account of tha waming signs. A more
pro-active approach to management of our basin would ultimately be in

everyone's best interests rather than allowing expediency to govern our actions.

Thank you for the opportunity to express the views of the City of Fayetteville
FPublc Works Commession. We respectfully ask that each of our concems be

satisfactorily addressed before any final decisions are made concerning the
requasted IBT,

Respectiully submitted by,

T
M. ‘(-/F:I"mr-lfnd, it =3
Chief Operating Officar

Water Resources Division

Ciy of Fayetteville Publc Weorks Commission



[Oral comments of Mr. Elton Hendricks, President of Methodist College, Fayetteville, NC]

Ladies and Gentlemen, | appreciate the opportunity to speak with you briefly on a very
important topic.

My name is Elton Hendricks; | am the President of Methodist College in Fayetteville. We are in
the northern part of the City of Fayetteville; our campus is aligned or situated along the Cape
Fear River. We have approximately 1-mile footage along the Cape Fear so it is the river | have a
privilege of looking at regularly and happy to see it flow along happily and constantly.

I am concerned that the IBT threatens the water source of the City of Fayetteville. It threatens
the future economic development of an area that needs economic development, and the IBT
threatened the quality of life in the Cumberland County/City of Fayetteville area. | am not
convinced from what I've known earlier or what | have heard today that the environmental
guestions surrounding the IBT have been adequately addressed. For example, the Executive
Summary reads in part that the EIS includes Direct Impacts of the IBT would be insignificant
and yet we’ve heard here today the acknowledgement that assessments about reduced use and
conservation were very aggressive assumption with regard to IBT. Then the assumption, the
environmental impact would be insignificant based on the assumption of additional wastewater
treatment plants to return water to the Cape Fear Region. Those are at least in the present
environment far from certain and do not justify confidence that the EIS would be valid. Itis
instructive to remember what we were told by the tobacco industry for a long period of time
that there were really no questions of health regarding the tobacco industry. Those in fact are
not the case.

There is obviously a need and desire that the growth of the Research Triangle Area to continue
for the use of water but a simple conclusion on my part is that if you want to use the water from
the Cape Fear Region put it back in the Cape Fear River Basin. One of the basic things we
learned in kindergarten was if you used something, you should put it back where you found it.
That is true, whether it is a cookie cutter for play dough or whether it is water from the Cape
Fear River Basin. If the water is needed it should be used, treated, and placed back into the river
from which it came. The river that nature and nature’s God placed in that particular location; it
is inappropriate to divert water from the Cape Fear Basin for the welfare of rapidly growing
areas elsewhere when those who live downstream need that water for their own economic
development.

Now there are two objections that | have heard to the question of treatment and replacing of the
water in the Cape Fear Basin. One is that the treatment plants are not ready and unlikely to be
ready anytime in the near future. The Fayetteville Observer today has a wonderful editorial
entitled “Water Heist” justly note to Cape Fear holdup suggest that the current projection of our
water treatment plant projected for the year 2003 which itself was a postponement from and
earlier date. The editorial raises serious questions if that water treatment plant would be
available by that time. But the fact that the water treatment plant, water treatment is not
available and the result to that should not be borne by people who live downstream. Those who
live downstream should not be required to bare the burden of poor planning upstream. If water
is to be taken from the Cape Fear those people who needed should make adequate plans for
treating it and returning it to the Cape Fear Basin.



The second argument that | have heard about returning it to the Cape Fear Basin is that it is just
too expensive. But my conclusion is that if you need water or need somebody else’s water you
should be willing to pay for it.

The tax base of the Research Triangle, Wake County, Raleigh, and Cary area is the envy of most
communities in the nation, a large tax base. If there is anyone who can afford to pay for water
treatment facilities are those people who live in this particular area. It is never just and moral to
ask poor counties downstream to bare the burden of rich counties upstream and that’s what in
fact is being done or being proposed when it is suggested that we have IBT to the benefit of
wealthy counties to the detriment of poor counties downstream.

I think the conclusion is simple, if you need the water take it, use it, treat it, and put it back;
recognizing that there is some consumptive degradation in the amount of water that is returned.
That is understandable. But no water should be taken out of the Cape Fear beyond what has
already been taken until adequate preparations are made to return that water. That is the
politically responsible, environmentally responsible, and the morally responsible thing to do.

And then one last comment. Those people who would be most damaged by transfer from the
Cape Fear Basin to the Neuse Basin, those who would have the most detrimental experience
from that activity don’t live in the area where this hearing has been held. This hearing ought to
be held in the region where the people downstream will experience that and | suggest that any
future hearings ought to be held in an area which is convenient to the people who would be
most damaged by the transfer.

| appreciate the opportunity to express these views and | have every confidence in the wisdom
and the responsibility of the environmental folks in our state that in the end we will do the
environmentally, politically, and morally responsible thing to do.

Thank you very much.
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[Cover letter from Ms. Chrys Baggett, Environmental Policy Act Coordinator, State
Clearinghouse] _ -

North Carolina
= Department of Administration

Fames B. Hunt, Ir., Governor Fatie G. Dorsen, Scoretary
Mugust |, 2000

Mir. Mark Broadwell

NC Dept of Epv & MNar Resourcas

Div of Water Resources

L6611 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-161 1

Dear Mr. Broadwell:

Re:  SCH File # 00-E-4500-0678; Draft Environmental Impact Statement RTP South and the Towns
of Cary, Apex, and Morrisville - Proposed Increase in [nterbasin Transfer from the Haw River
Bagin 1o the Neuse Fiver Basin

The above referenced environmental impact information has been reviewed through the Stae
Clearinghouse under the provisions of the North Caralina Environmental Policy Act.

Attached to this letter are comments made by state agencies, local governments, and private cilizens in
the course of this review. The comments need to be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. This document should be submitted to the State Cleari nghouse upon completion for
compliance with the North Carolina Environmental Policy Act,

Best regarnds,

Sincerely,

Chegp g2

Pels, Chrys Bagget
Enviranmental Policy Act Coordinator

Attachments

oo Resgion J

— 16 West fones Streer Raleigh, Morth Careling 2758038003 Telephane 9 19.207-2425
An Edaal Dpperuziny © Aflimmatne acten Enplaver



[Letter from Senator Anthony E. Rand]

Do

1
V.
At

NORTH CAROLINA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Senator Anthony E. Rand, 24th District

Rooun W July 13, 2000

Channman, Rules and Chperanens of the Senale
Legeslan e Office Butlding

Cheman. Emplovee Huosgital amd Medical Benstie
Baleigh, NC 106012808 Vice Cluwrmae, AppropramunsBase Hudger
19E 7379807 Vive Chanmmun. Informeaisn Technloes

O, TO BE READ AT THE HEARING THIS EVENING
SRS CARY TOWN HALL, 5:00 - 7:00 P.M.

Mr. Tony Young

Hearnng Officer

Division of Water Resources o y
Department of Environment and Natural Resources SRR
Archdale Building

512 North Salisbury Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1148

Dear Mr. Young

Through my service in the General Assembly and also my service as Chairman of the
Cape Fear River Assembly for several years, [ have become acutely aware of the
problems of water supply and the protection of the Cape Fear River Basin.

The City of Fayetteville has been blessed to be located on the Cape Fear and the founding
fathers of our city knew this when they located our city there. Now there are those who
would deny us our most valuable resource and take the short term approach to transfer
water from our river basin. To allow others to grow at our expense would be shortsighted
in the extreme. The City of Fayetteville has voted a significant bond issue in order o

return the water it takes from the Cape Fear back to the Cape Fear for further use by those
dowm stream,

We should all be good stewards of our natural resources and should not try to benefit at
the expense of the less fortunate. [ have no problem with the Triangle using water from

the Cape Fear, but | do have significant problems with their failure to return it 10 where
the Lord originally put 1.

I appreciate your attention to this and wish you well in your efforts.

Very truly yours,

AER:ec /:‘%?and



[Letter from LuraS. Talley, former member of NC Senate]

LURA S. TALLY
3100 TALLYWOOD DRIVE
FAYETTEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 25303
(910) 484-4868

Julv 7, 2000

North Carolina State Clearing House
Department of Administration

Attn: Chrys Baggett

1302 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1302

Dear Sirs:

Having worked with inter-basin transfer information for 2 number of years when [ chaired
the North Carolina Senate committee on Environmental and Natural Resources, I found that the
effects downstream of the transfers can be most Important,

This is particularly true for the Cape Fear River and the areas depending on water from
the Cape Fear River as we do in the Fayetteville area. The volume of water is of primary
importance for our cleaning of the water from the river. Note that we voted 40 million dollars in
local tax payer bonds several years ago to build a facility that makes it possible to return water to
the Cape Fear River for further clean use downstream. This affects the river all the way to
Wilmington and the towns and communities of North Carolina all the way to our coast,

As a result there is now a law forbidding the transfer of water from one basin to anather
unless it is cleaned and returned to the original basin,

This proposition before you removes water and affects the volume by not returning that
water, cleaned, to its original basin. While we understand the problems of these areas this transfer
would merely create other problems downstream. Therefore in all fairness to the Cape Fear
River cities and communities of the Cape Fear River Basin it should not be allowed.

Sincerely,
Lura S. Tally

LSTAr



[Electronic Correspondence from Rollin S. Shaw, Fayetteville City Council]

Subject: Re project G0-E-4300-0678
Date: Sun, 30 Jul 2000 20:4%:435 EDT
From: RollinShaw(@aol.com
To: Chrys. Baggett@ncemail.net

The first e-mail we sent did not list the above project number. In case vou
did not receive it, we restate our opposition to the transfer of water from
the Cape Fear River tao Cary.

We adamantly oppose, however, not returning the used, treated water if in
fact Cary is permitted to draw down the Cape Fear.

Tl

It is en unconscionable proposition all the way round from the perspective of
those of us in the Cape Fear River Basin who are working to improve our area.

Frank S. Shaw, M.D.

Rollin 5. Shaw, Fayetteville
Cicy Councilmember

LD 240 PM



[Memorandum from David Brook, NC Dept. of Cultural Resour ces|

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Dayvid L. 5. Brook, Administraros

James B. Hunt Jr., Governo
Betry Ray MeCam, Secretary

TO: Chrys Bappent

Department of Administration, State Clearmghouse

MEMORANDUM

Divisian of Archives and History

Jefivey J. Crow, Directar

FROM David Brook
Deputy Btate Histond Preservation Officer
DATE: July 3, 2000
Ra Final Draft Environmental Impact Statement for RTP South and the towns of Cary ,

Apex, and Morrisville in Wake County, North Carclina for the Increase in Interbasin
Transfer from the Haw River Basin to the Neuse River Basin, ER 99.0085

We have reviewed the above referenced document and agree that the proposed vndertaking is not
likely to directly affect propenties listing in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places,

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified

at 36 CFR Part 800

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above
tomment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, Environmental Review Coordinaror, ar 219/733-4763,
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[Letter from Rick Givens, Chatham County Board of Commissioner s]
COUNTY OF CHATHAM

COMMISSIONEAS
FRICHE SIVERS, Shairman
LI ML AR, Voo Chid

CAAL DLITZ T Ej'lif'i"i_ 'Eﬁ aiTE
GARY PHILLIPS PEE e | B
WAAGARET BRYANT FOLLARD JE R Y e s

AR TR

B, BOX BT
PITTEBORO, M. C. 2F112-0087
DRGAMIZED 1770 FOF BOUARE MILES

Tuly L&, 2000

o

John Morris, Director
Division of Water Resources
MNC DEMR

Raleigh, MC 27694

Dear Mr, Momis;

CHARLIE HORME
Cowaty RARnpGar

HOBDERT L GURNM
COuny Adarny

FPhane [$18) 543 k200
Fax (979) 547-0272

With this letter Chatham County hereby formallv objects to Cary’s latest interbasin
transfer request. As good neighbors, we appreciate their need for water and their
subsequent need to discharge wastewater. We have slrong concerns however, when it
comes to an interbasin transfer on the magnitude of Cary's Tegquest.

We feel very strongly that users of Cape Fear water down stream deserve some assurance
that adequate water supply and quality will remain available now and in the future.
While Chatham County certainly understands the needs communities have for adequate
waleT capacity o sorve citivons, we alsa clearly understand those needs in a more global
way as well, We don’t have an interest in taking water in excess from waters that must
also provide nourishment to thousands of Morth Carolina residents downstream of the
Triangle area.

We hope vou will hear our plea for denial of Cary's request for an interbasin discharge on
the scale outlined by Cary. We appreciate your consideration and action on our TEquest,

Sincerely,

G0 g S

Rick Givens Chairman,
f 1551 ;
Board of Commissioners HECE EVED

JUL 2 7 2500

N.C. STATE CLEARINGHOLRS



[Letter from Larry B. Thomas, Director of Public Works, City of Sanford]

) —

00 -06LT T

Biox 3728
Sanlord, WG 27331-3723

PHOME: (318) 775-8271
i (919) 7748179

= @fg of :;% anfori=— LARRY B, THOMAS, PE.
Diractar of Public Warks

Juby 20, 2000

Chrys Baggett

NC State Clearinghouse
Cepartment of Administration
1302 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, MC 27690-1302

Dear Mr. Baggett:

The City of Sanford would like 1o voice its concern about the transfer of water
frem the Haw River basin to the Neuse River basin. We believe that the transfer
will have a negative environmental as well as an economic effect on the basin,
The cumulative effect of the existing and proposed transfer, will have a significant
impact to the ares.

Sanford is concermed about its future and the future of our basin, Studying the
effects of each transfer individually will distort the outeame until its tao late Arty
study should consider the environmental condition before the original water
transfers were made.

The Haw River basin is in a fairly healthy condition. With everyons's continued
planning we have been able to keep it this way. We belisve that this healthy
stale should continue if communities in our basin act responsibly, This can be
true of the Neuse and other river basins in the area if communities in those
basins are required to use and protect their water resources wisely. They should
not be rewarded for poor resource management by being allowed to access the

sther basine for azsy soldtiane

Thank you for allowing us to comment and for your consideration regarding this
matter.

Sincerely - -

% /ﬁ‘ b%’mﬁ'"_ -

tﬁﬁfn _ RECEIVED
arry B. Thomas iy
Director of Pubic Works JuL 2 4 2000°

LBTird M.C. STATE CLEARINGHOLISE



[Letter from Mick Noland, Public Works Commission, City of Fayetteville]

PUBLIC WORRS COMMISSION
F-THECiTr. aF =4 B30
ELECTAIC & WATER UTILITIES
July 27, 2000

Ms. Chrys Bagger RECE] VED
Director, State Clearinghouse

Department of Administration JUL 3 i-20001
1302 Mail Service Cemer

Faleigh, North Caroling 276991342 H

C. STATE CLEARINGHOU 28

SUBJECT:  SCH#: 00-FE-4300-0678
SEPA Draft EIS: Proposed Increase in Interbasin Transfer
for RTF South and Towns of Cary, Apex, and Morrisville

Dwear Ms, Bagge:

The City of Fayetteville Public Works Commission (PWC) offers the following
comments regarding the May 2000 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed increase in interbasin transfer (TBT) for RTP Sowh and the Towns of Cary,
Apex, and Morrisville. T have organized PWC’s comments into several areas as outlined
helow.

L. The Froposed Action Should be Redefined

section 2.3 of the EIS states that: ©__. this EIS assumes the return of water to the source
basin through a highly treated effluent from 2 regional freatment and water reclamation
faciliy by 2000 Tt is also assumed that this facility will discharge into the mainstem of
the Cape Fear River. However, there are no specific plans and the location of such a
plant {or plants) is only speculative at this time ™ This statement is in direct conflict with
another statement from Section 5.2 of the EIS that: “There would likely be slower
arowth until 2005 when a regional treatment and water reclamation Freility in western
Wake County 15 constructed ™

The above contradiction is associated with the assumption made for the Proposed Action
that construction of a regional wastewater treziment plant will oecur in western Wake
County with discharge to the Cape Fear River. We know of no reason that this can he
assumed as 2 given, No environmental review has vet been issued for public review of
such a project. We do not believe that it is appropriate 1o now assume that a West Cary
wastewaler treatment plant or some other similar project will be permitted A SEPA
review process has not even been conducted; and potential construction of such a project
is envisioned by Cary as being nearly a decade away

* Aliernative 5 s defined assuming that the Cary Nosth, Cary South, and Apex wasiewaler
treatment plants may have sufficient permined capacily 10 treat projected wastewaler
o e e 1 .
e e e
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flows 12 2030 In fact, the recently adopted Wake County Water & Sewer Plan includes a
recommendation that the capacities of both the Cary North and Cary South wastewater
treatment plants be expanded in the near future

Given these lacts, we request that the Proposed Action be redelined as Aliernative 3
which assumes that no regional wastewaler treatment plant is constructed in the Cape
Fear Basin.

2. The Alternative of Purchasing Water from Raleigh Should be Reevaluated
Alternative 2 includes purchase of finished water from either Durham or Raleigh, The
E1S poims out that Raleigh has recently denied Cary’s request for additional water
purchases through 2003, However, Cary has a connection with the City of Raleigh with &
capacity of 13 mgd and, as recently as May of this year, Raleigh did agree 1o sell
additional water 1o Apex and Wendell.  In addition, there have been recent reports that
Raleigh could still agree 1o sell additional water to Cary, particularly if the State approves
mcreasing Raleigh’s water treatment plant capacity to B0 mgd.

Section 5.2 of the EIS states that “Although the Cities of Durham and Raleigh have
recently both served as regional water suppliers, their excess capacity is expected to
decrense over the next ten vears: .. " This statement seems 1o be in direct conflict with
Raleigh’s adopted plans for greatly expanding its water treatment plant capacity in the
near future and in the long-term. The ado pred Wake County Water & Sewer Plan
includes 2 recommendation that Ralei £h's water treatment plan capacity be expanded to
96 mgd by 2003, to 120 mgd by 2011, and to 136 mgd by 2025 To back up this
recommendation, Raleigh, just two months ago, adopted a Capital Improvement Program
that allocates 54 million dollars for ex panding Raleigh’s water treatment capacity

Given these facts, we request that the availability and feasibility of purchasing water from
Raleigh be reevaluated in light of adopted plans 1o greatly expand Raleigh's water
treatment capacity

3. Future Irrigation Withdrawals Should be Described

The EIS states that agricultural water withdrawals are among the key input o the Cape
Fear River Basin Model, but does not identify what assumption is made for the size of
future agricultural water withdrawals. It is our understandin g that agricultural
withdrawals were kept at estimated 1998 [evels for all modeled scenarios
Documentation should be provided in the EIS to demonstrate thar it i reasonable o
assume that agricultural withdrawals will not increase over time. The assumptions
concerning magnitude of agricultural withdrawals will have a marked effect on
simulation results and should be weli-documented.

4. Randleman Lake Effects Should be Described

For the cumulative impact analysis, projected Year 2030 Greenshora dem ands were
increased 60 percent from actual 1998 use. However, planned Randleman Lake
operations were not simulated  This omission seems inconsistent with recent opinions
offered by Division of Water Resources (DWR) staff that Randleman Lake will likely be

rad



flows 12 2030 In fact, the recently adopted Wake County Water & Sewer Plan includes a
recommendation that the capacities of both the Cary North and Cary South wastewater
treatment plants be expanded in the near future

Given these lacts, we request that the Proposed Action be redelined as Aliernative 3
which assumes that no regional wastewaler treatment plant is constructed in the Cape
Fear Basin.

2. The Alternative of Purchasing Water from Raleigh Should be Reevaluated
Alternative 2 includes purchase of finished water from either Durham or Raleigh, The
E1S poims out that Raleigh has recently denied Cary’s request for additional water
purchases through 2003, However, Cary has a connection with the City of Raleigh with &
capacity of 13 mgd and, as recently as May of this year, Raleigh did agree 1o sell
additional water 1o Apex and Wendell.  In addition, there have been recent reports that
Raleigh could still agree 1o sell additional water to Cary, particularly if the State approves
mcreasing Raleigh’s water treatment plant capacity to B0 mgd.

Section 5.2 of the EIS states that “Although the Cities of Durham and Raleigh have
recently both served as regional water suppliers, their excess capacity is expected to
decrense over the next ten vears: .. " This statement seems 1o be in direct conflict with
Raleigh’s adopted plans for greatly expanding its water treatment plant capacity in the
near future and in the long-term. The ado pred Wake County Water & Sewer Plan
includes 2 recommendation that Ralei £h's water treatment plan capacity be expanded to
96 mgd by 2003, to 120 mgd by 2011, and to 136 mgd by 2025 To back up this
recommendation, Raleigh, just two months ago, adopted a Capital Improvement Program
that allocates 54 million dollars for ex panding Raleigh’s water treatment capacity

Given these facts, we request that the availability and feasibility of purchasing water from
Raleigh be reevaluated in light of adopted plans 1o greatly expand Raleigh's water
treatment capacity

3. Future Irrigation Withdrawals Should be Described

The EIS states that agricultural water withdrawals are among the key input o the Cape
Fear River Basin Model, but does not identify what assumption is made for the size of
future agricultural water withdrawals. It is our understandin g that agricultural
withdrawals were kept at estimated 1998 [evels for all modeled scenarios
Documentation should be provided in the EIS to demonstrate thar it i reasonable o
assume that agricultural withdrawals will not increase over time. The assumptions
concerning magnitude of agricultural withdrawals will have a marked effect on
simulation results and should be weli-documented.

4. Randleman Lake Effects Should be Described

For the cumulative impact analysis, projected Year 2030 Greenshora dem ands were
increased 60 percent from actual 1998 use. However, planned Randleman Lake
operations were not simulated  This omission seems inconsistent with recent opinions
offered by Division of Water Resources (DWR) staff that Randleman Lake will likely be

rad



approved in the near fulure. In fact, Section 4 5 of DWR s draft State Water Supply Plan
states that: °. .. final approval is expected soon” for the Randleman Lake project. The
EI5 should address how the Cape Fear River flow regime would be affected if
Randleman Lake operations were added 1o the model.

2. A Realistic Low Flow Impact Assessment Should be Provided for Users
Downstream of Jordan Lake

I'he EIS scenarios do not provide a realistic low flow impact assessment for users
downstream of Jordan Lake For example, the Base 1998 scenario is supposed 10
represent existing basin conditions in 1998, However, Cape Fear River flows at
Lillington simulated in the EIS are frequently much higher than actually cceurred during
the period since Jordan Lake filling was completed in 1982 (see Exhibit 1). The same
phenomenon is even true for Alternative 5 (Mo Fegional WWTP}) which assumes that the
2030 IBT will be 45 mgd (see Exhibit 2). The fact is that actual Lillin oton flows have
dropped below the 600 ¢fs minimum flow target every vear between 1982 and 2000,
often far below 600 cfs, and 1o levels as low s 300 ¢fs. In other word 5, the impact
assessment of downstream flow conditions is theoretical rather than a realistic assessment
of what downstream users can expect. The low flow periods where large flow
discrepancies exist between actual and simulated levels are the same pericds that are
critical for evaluating the impact on downstream communities such as Favetteville

section &0 of Appendix B of the EIS states that: “If drought management policies were
considered, the impacts of the proposed action under drought conditions would be
cxpected 1o be less than those reported in this TM."  This is not true for those
communities downstream of Jurdan Lake that depend on flow levels in the Cape Fear
River. The Cape Fear flow history since Jordan Lake filled clearly shows that River flow
levels have often been much lower than simulated in the EIS, presumably from frequent
Jordan Lake drought management actions taking place o preserve Lake storape

Giiven these facts, we request that a realistic evaluation of low flow unpacts below Jordan
Lake be develaped for the EIS.

6. The Proposed IBET Should Not be Approved When Downstream Users Are
Already Facing Critical Water Supply Uncertainties
The E1S scenarios demonstrate that the Jordan Lake water quality poel is already

- insufficient for downstream needs. Even under the Base 19098 scenanio, simulated Jordan
Lake water quality storage is fully depleted so frequently that it is clear that the water
quality pool is too small 1o maintain the 500 ofs minimum fow target at Lillingion {ses
Exhibit 3). This demonstrates a critical problem in how current Jordan Lake S1OTAZE 18
currently managed. The Town of Cary, in June 8, 2000 comments 1o DWR, echoed
PWCs concern with its statement that, "It will be eritical for DWR 1o refine the drought
management plan for the water quality pool in order for the impact of lake management
1s5ues on downstream Nows o be adequately evaluated.”

We believe that it would make more sense 10 first ensure that adequate storage can be
appartioned 10 maintain downstream fow needs before allocating additional water supply



storage. Otherwise, downstream users such as Fayetteville, who depend on Jordan Lake
water quality storage 1o maintzin the minimum flow target, can already expect
insufficient Cape Fear flows during drought. This expectation is confirmed in the Base
1998 scenario results from the E1S showing Lillington flows drapping down tw about 100
cfs or less during one out of every seven years (see Exhibit 4}, The EIS claims that the
Proposed Action will not affect downstream users' supplies or assimilative capacities.
However, the EIS misses the peint that the data show that there is already a problem with
the water quality pool maintaining an adequate low flow regime

Given these facts, we question the logic of approving the proposed IBT when, even under
existing conditions, downstream users already face such critical supply uncertainties

7. The Proposed IBT Should Not be Approved When the Jordan Lake Safe Yield is
sStill Uncertain

The EIS scenarios demonstrate that the current Jordan Lake water supply safe vield
estimate is questionable. The Proposed Incremental scenario assumes that total Jordan
Lake withdrawals equal 100 mgd. Under this scenario, simulated Jordan Lake water
supply storage 15 fully depleted in 1933, 1934, 1953 and 1954 and nearly depleted in

| 986 (see Exhibits 5, 6 and 7). We question the legitimacy of the 100 myd safe yield
estimate for Jordan Lake when these EIS results show water supply storage bemng fully
depleted in multiple drougins and fully depleted or at less than 5 percent for over three
conseculive months in one drought (1933-1934) (see Exhibit 6). At the very least, these
results demonsrate that the 100 mgd estimate may be optimistically high  This is even
before considering the potential safe vield reduction if the “50 Percent Rule” Were

modified 1o allow & greater than 50 percent diversion of the water supply pool out of
Jordan Lake’s watershed

Given these facts, we question the prudence of approving the proposed [BT when this
level of uncertainty exists with this most basic assumption of available safe yield for
allocation,

8. An Additional Scenario is Needed for Evaluation of Impacts from Proposed
Allocation and Resulting IBT

Section 4.0 of Appendix B of the EIS states that: “Potential impacts of the requested [BT
are evaluated i comparison to the Base Future scenario in order to isolate [RT impacts
from the impacts of full Jordan Lake allocation use.” However, there is no scenario
presented which considers only the incremental impacts of the Proposed Action. Even
the Proposed Incremental scenario assumes that total Jordan Lake withdrawals equal 100
mgd. Jordan Lake water supply storage frequency curves show that there is g tremendous
ncrease in frequency of water supply storage depletion wien going from the Base 1998
seenario to the Propesed Incremental scenario (see Exhibit 8). A scenario should be
ncluded which adds only the proposed allocation and IBT to Base 1998 conditions so

that the resulting simulation of water supply storage and 15 acceptability can be
evaluated.



Resulting IBT

section 5.1 of Appendix B of the EIS states that: ©. .. the largest impacts on the Jordan
Lake system will occur from the increased use of the water supply poal. However, this
simply represents transition 1o full utibization of the lake as it as designed, and is not an
impact of the proposed IBT.” Section 6.0 of Appendix B similarly states that: " Some
impact 15 expected compared to current conditions due to the eventual use of the full
Jordan Lake water supply pool as designed, but this is unrelated o the proposed [BT 7
These statements seem to imply that the proposed allocation and resulting IBT does not
contribute 1o the massive increases in water supply storage depletion which can be clearly
seen in Exhibits 5 through 8 We reiterate that an objective presentation of the
incremental effects of the Proposed Action would show simulation resulis for an
additional seenano in which only the proposed allocation and BT is added 1o Base 1998
conditions.  These results could then be compared to simulated Base 1998 conditions and
would show the impacts attributable 1o the Proposed Action

10. The Acceptability of Cumulative Impacts Should be Assessed

Section 3.2 of Appendix B of the EIS states that: “The results show that the Proposed
action does not show a significant impact compared 10 Alternative 1A Also, the
potential cumulative impacts of increasing all water withdrawals and discharges
throughout the Cape Fear basin do not seem significant comparesd to the Base Future
scenario.” The impacts of the Proposed Action may appear to be small when compared
to the cumulative efTects under scenarios which assume that total Jordan Lake
withdrawals equal 100 mgd. While the EIS includes scenarios in which the total Jordan
Lake water supply pool is utilized, the real question of whether the cumulative impacts
are acceplable 15 not addressed in the EIS.

11. An Objective Evaluation of the EIS is Needed Regardless of the Construction
Already Underway to Make Use of the Proposed Allocation and IBT

Cary/Apex water supply system improvements are already well underway that would
allow withdrawal and treatment of an expanded Jordan Lake allocation. These
improvements include expansion of the water treatment plant, expansion of the raw water
pump station, and construction of a raw water transmission line. Millions of dollars have
already been spent on this construction which began last year in October. These
improvements have been made without EMC approval of the proposed BT and
constitute a sizeable and caleulated risk for these communities.

Griven these facts, it's critical that the EIS be objectivelv evaluated even though millions
ol dollars have already been spent on construction. This eritical need is highlighted by
the fact that the recommendations from Cary's Long Range Water Supply Plan show

application 1o the State for an additional 14 med allocation of Jordan Lake water supply
storage in Spring 2001

In closing, | want 1o emphasize that we now have the opportunity 1o 1ake a
positive step woward ensuring that the Cape Fear River remains available for the present
and future generations who will have 1o rely on this resource. The serious warning signs



that already exist in this basin should cause all of us 1o stop and make sure that these
issues are addressed now, while the opportunity still exists, and before irreversible
actions are taken. We merely need to leok at the water quality issues in the adjacent
Neuse River Basin to see how serious problems can easily overtake us if we don’t take
full account of the waming signs. A more pro-active approach to management of our
besin would ultimately be in everyone's best interests rather than allowing expediency
govern our actions. The State has already recopnized the need for, and committed 1o,
long-range Cape Fear Basin water supply planning 1o address Jordan Lake allocation
requests made during the current second round and upcoming third round of requests.
This planning of how best to utilize basin water resources should be done before. and not
after, decisions to allocate more of Jordan Lake's water supply storage,

Thank you for the opportunity to express the views of the City of Fayetteville
Public Works Commission, We respectfully ask that each of our concerns be

satisfactorily addressed before any final decisions are made concerning the requested
[BT

Very truly yours,

PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION

ot

b, I MWoland, P.E
Chief Operating Officer
Water Resources Division

Attachments

oo Bill Halman
Mark Broadwel]
MMelba Molee

Interested Parties

4]



1982 TO DEC. 19938

CAPE FEAR RIVER FLOW AT LILLINGTON - JAMN.

EXHIBIT 1:

BASE 1998)

(DEIS SCENARIO:

654
0

GEEHILOND
asg L Loln
HEE L LON0

- ABEHLANLD

— LEEWLAND

o]
® o

|
|
& i
i3] <

&

=1

350

(%)) sapuiesns Apeq

200

250

BEE L LDIL0
BEEL/LOILO
SEELILANL0
GG LLOMLO
FEELLOMLO
FEEHLOMLO
EGELILAMLO
ESGLILOMLO

- 2EELL0ML0

ZEE L0

- LMEE LA

LRELILONLD
DESLIVLD

i DBE L

685 LILOML0
BES LD
gesLiioiio
BEGH L0
LEBLLOVAD
LD
SEE LD
86 LMD
RGO
GEGL/LOML0
YRGS L/LDLO
FESL/LOLO
EES L/ L0

F eRGLLOML

ZEELILOND
Zesuiong

-:‘E'.ri;ri;.rl.a.m-d —-:;'t:ns&wed_;



EXHIBIT 2: CAPE FEAR RIVER FLOW AT LILLINGTON - JAN. 1982 TO DEC. 193&

(DEIS SCENARIO: ALTERNATIVE 3)
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- JAN. 1930 TO DEC. 1958

EXHIBIT 3: JORDAN LAKE WATER QUALITY STORAGE

(DEIS SCEMARIO: BASE 1998)
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EXHIBIT 4: SIMULATED CAPE FEAR RIVER FLOW AT LILLINGTON

1930 TO DEC, 1998 (DEIS SCENARIO: BASE 1998)
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1998

1930 TO DEC.

(DEIS SCEMNARIO: PROPOSED INCREMENTAL)

EXHIBIT 5: JORDAN LAKE WATER SUPPLY STORAGE JAN.
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(DEIS SCENARIO: PROPOSED INCREMEMNTAL)

EXHIBIT 6: JORDAN LAKE WATER SUPPLY STORAGE JAN. 1930 TO DEC. 1934
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1955

1951 TO DEC.

EXHIBIT 7; JORDAMN LAKE WATER SUPPLY STORAGE JAN.

(DEIS SCEMARIO: PROPOSED INCREMENTAL)
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Remaining Allocation Poal § {DWR) (%)

EXHIBIT 8: JORDAN LAKE WATER SUPPLY STORAGE FREQUENCY CURVES
(DEIS SCENARIOS: BASE 1998 vs. PROPOSED INCREMENTAL)
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[Letter from Hugh T. Caldwell, Public Utilities, City of Wilmington]

CITY OF WILMINGTON 0. 80x 1810

WILMIMGTON, MNC 28402
PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT TLE-AM0) 317873

Julv 27, 2000

MLCL State Cleannghouse
Dwoartment of Administration
1302 Mail Service Cenier
Ralsigh, NC 27699-1302
Ann Chrys Bagpett

Fe: Project Reference Mumber 00-E-4300-0678
Cary/ApexMorrisville™Wake Drafi E15

Dear Sie:

The City of Wilmingion appreciates the opportunity te comment on Lhe
CaryApeMorrisvilleWake County Dralt Envircnmental Impact Statement for their water supply
allocation and inerbasin wanster (1BT) request from Jordan Lake. Adthough the City of Wilmington is
lecated well downstream from Jordan Lake, we do have some cancems regarding patentiz] impacts o the
watter quality pool at Josdan Lake, low flow augmentation from Jordan Lake, beginning a trend of
negative IBT'S in the Cape Fear Basin and impacts on the assimilative capacity of the Lower Cape Fear
Basin

Jardan Lake was designed o provide flov aupmentation to maintain downstream Cape Fear
River waler quality during natural low fow periods. Even with the designated augmentation pool, there
have been incidents when the target flow at Lillington has not been met, potentially impacting
downstream water quality and assimilative capacity. The EIS did not address the water quality impacts of
the IBT on the Lower Cape Fear Basin where some stream segments have heen placed on the 3034 Jist
due to low dissolved oxygen quantities.  The conelusions in the EIS assume the construction of a future

witer reclamation facility discharging 1o the Cape Fear Basin but there are no specific plans for the
faciliry,

Drurham has alse applied for an allocation from Jordan Lake, which will not reselt in an [BT. but
will result in a net loss to the Cape Fear Basin by correcting an existing IBT from the Meuse o the Cape
Fear basin. The Draft EIS did not consider the effects of this loss 1o the Cape Fear Basin.

e urge the Division of Water Resources and the Envieoamental Manapement Commission to
fully constder the needs of the downstream stakehalders when reviewing allecation and IBT reguests.

Witer s%ﬁﬁﬁnﬁ?ﬁﬁpmw and water quality for downstream stakeholders should be protected.

Yours Very Truly,

"R EEEARIHGHDUSE Hugh T, Caldwell, F.E
Cabdwell, P,
Director of Public Utilities

o Mary M. Gomito, City Manager
Ken Vogt, Superintendent of Wastewater Treatment

ADMBISTRATION ENVIRORMENTAL SERVcES Uiy Semvices WASTEWATER TREATMENT WATER TREATMENT
WS (B0 BT oo {010 BEE-2E10 Voo (18 u-Tand L CosS L Py MASFITT P asT WissE 1910 H3-2600
Fax 5H} Bai. e Fau (310} 2414657 Fap 010) 3a1-65 VOSE (B0} 381.TE00  Voacs (R0} TR GEED Fax (R0 410557
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[Letter from Rodney Tart, Harnett County Dept. of Public Works]
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HARMETT COUNTY DEPARTMENT

= MERIER KRORTH CAR LN,

MEMELR AMEISCAN WaTEn
FURAL WATER ASSCHTLATION WL AT
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ST SRR AL WA Y B SPATE DS EASTCERITIAL MR & SIWTER D0l fine SOUTHWEITWAITS B SERER et
WET CRNTRAL Walbd & SWER DR BURCGEVEL - RIVESSTE Didfiecs] SATHEAST WASER e SEWYER CHTERACT

July 31, 2000

Ms. Chrys Baggett

Naorth Carolina Clearinghouse
Department of Administration
1302 MBC

Raleigh, NC 27699 1302

Re:  Draft Enviranmental impact Statement
Interbasin Transfer :
RTF South and Towns of Cary, Apex, and Mermsville

Desr Ms, Bagoett:

Harnett County Public Utilities Depariment has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement preparad in support of the Interbasin
Transfer from the Haw River Basin to the Neuse River Basin Being
propased by RTP South and the Towns of Cary, Apex. and Marrisville
Wye wish to comment as follows:

+ The proposed Transfer does increase the waler withdrawals from Lake
Jordan and maore importantly, from the Cape Fear River Basin, It is
proposed that approximately 27 mad of this withdrawal would noi be
rewrned to the River Basin. This s an increase of approximately 11
mgd over the currently permitted 16 mgd.

+ The Mike Basin modals accompanying the EIS indicate that the
propased withdrawals will have minimum impact upon the Cape Fear
River at the gauging station in Lillington.
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Environmental Impact Statement Page 2 of 2
Intercasin Transfer

RTF Scuth and Towns of Cary, Apex, and Maorrisville
July 31, 2000

+ Drait Based upon these analyses, Harnett County does not object to
the Interbasin Transfer as propesed. We ara, however, consclence
that water rasources in the State, and specifically, in the Caps Fear
Rlver Basin, will becoms mors fimited in the future as North Carcling
continues ta grow. Accordingly, for tha tong temn, we believe it prudsnt
planning to reguire that the waders removed from the River Basin be
returmad sa that others downstream can benefit from this resource.

We fuily support the effort of the Division of Water Resources to davelop a
comprehensive model of future Cape Fear Basin Rivar uss,

Thank you for this opportunity to respond o the propased Draft IS,
Should you have any questions, please contagt us.

odray M. Tart
HCDPU Direstor



[Electronic correspondence from Hal Broadfoot, Citizen of Fayetteville]

Subject: Cape Fear Interbasin Transfer
Date: Thu, 13 Jul 2000 16:5%:36 EDT
From: HALWB@aol.com
To: Chrys. Baggett@ncmail.net

Project refevence # 00-E-4300-0678
STOP THE TRANSFERS

I, for cne, am tired of the Triangle angle financing its growth by stealing
resources from other parts of the state. Today, I refer te the proposed
theft of additional billicns of gallens of Cape Fear River basin water in the
coming year, Theft is not tco strong a word. The Wake County cities want to
knowingly remocve a rescurce from its rightful owners and transport that
resgurce away from those cwners with the intention of never returning it.
That is theft. Look it up.

I live downstream in Fayetteville. We, unlike our wealthy neighbors to the
north, have invested in state-of-the-art water treatment and supply systems.
Yes, we use river water, but the water we use from the river returns to the
same Cape Fear River basin often cleaner than when we tock it cur.

I wish that were true of water systems across the state. I wish that were
true of Orange County, Wake County and Durham County.

Do net give Cary or any other upstream town any more of cur watex. They have
proven they cannot handle growth responsibly. I am tired of financing the
growth of the Triangle. Make them pay their own way. Make them raise taxes
and build the water system they were supposed to have completed already.

Water is not a free resource. It is a valuable commodity. Do not allow Cary
to steal any more water from Lillington, Fayetteville, Elizabethtown and
Wilmington. If they get the right to use our water, make them put it back in
cur basin cleaner than when they borrowed it.

Say NO cto the transfer,

Hal Broadfoot
Fayetteville, NC

S
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[Electronic corresondence from Reid Gant, Citizen of Fayettevillg]

e L Y N T FIVR TP I R R

CC: RedGanti@aol.com

Approving the transfer of water from the Cape Fear river to Cary, Wake
County, Apex and Morrisville and allowing them to dump the wastewater into
the Neuse river basin would evenrtually be an environmental disaster for the
Cape Fear river. Our State legislators should NOT ler this happen. Any
watLer approved to be taken by these ciries must be returned to the Cape Fear
river basin.

.

A concerned citizen of the Cape Fear river basin



[Electronic Correspondence from Marie Tinnin Stewart, Citizen of Fayetteville]

Subject: Project reference no 00-E-4300-0678
Date: Thu, 13 Jul 2000 16:42:51 -0400
From: Marie Stewart <stewart@fayettevillenc.com>
Organization: InfiNet
To: Chrys Baggett@ncmail .net

life long resident of Fayetteville, I strongly protest the proposed
ication from Wake County, Cary and

Apex to take more water from the
esr Riwver Basin.

F First install a treatment plant that would
orrect the interbasin imbalance and then make your application.
Marie tinnin Stewart
216R DeVane Street
Fayetteville, NC 2830%
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[Electronic Correspondence from Scott M. Bigelow, Citizen of Lumberton]

Subjeet: Interbasin water transfer public comment
Date: Wed, 12 Jul 2000 11:23:27 -0400
From: bigelow{@nconline.com
To: Chrys. Baggett@nemail.net

I am extremely concerned about the nexr proposed interbasin watex
transfer from the Cape Fear to the Neuse. My concerns are both
envircnmental and economic but probably not scientific because I am a
layman.

1. Conservation. What sericus water conservation efferts have beean

taken in the Triangle? Are they srill watering lawns? Is water still
ridiculously cheap? Before taking extreme measures shouldn't simple ones
be used first.

2. Why not build a new wastewater plantc? Saying wastewater musc
return to the Neuse River basin because the treatment plant is there
is not an argument. If they are unwilling to spend the money te build
& treatment plant on the Cape Fear side how badly do they really need
water? If these municipalities cannet get permits to put wastewater
into the Cape Fear, then the pollution levels must too high to rake
any more water out. Cary et. all just want cheap wakter.

3. Longer perspective. Was the economic impact study paid for by the
towns made from a 100-year perspective. What would happen in a
100-year drought? 100-year flood is the standard for flooding. Is the
same tried and true standard being used for drought? In a drought,
pollution

ig amplified,

4. Pollution. Did economic impact study take intc account polluticn on
the Cape Fear, which latest studies that I read indicate are at the
maximum

allowable levels? The state denied Smithfield Foods a permit to dump
mere waste into the river? Water volume is one of twa critical factors
in pollution.

5. Planning. Good planning would dictate that this state should grow
in areas that have the resources to support it. This proposal will
result in an urban build-up thar will he regretted later. The Cape
Fear Basin would welcome growth like the stare promoted in the
Triangle when it invested in universities, roads and the RTP there.

6. More study. Neorth Carclina is just on the edge of water procblems
like the West has. Why not do a real study, funded by the legislature
and learn from their failures while we have the time.

7. Water for sale. If water is sa important, put a price on it. Put
supply and demand to work. Why should water free?

8. A temporary agreement. Make aiy water transfer continent upon
certain environmental and economic factors. If the warer quality of
the Cape Fear declines, revoke or cut back transfers. If growth in the
Cape Fear reguires more water, then cut back the transfers. No
permanent water rights should be established. This will also provide
incentive for the Triangle to find other options.
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ings in the Cape Fear, noc in Cary. This is net a good

&l public imput into the decision-making process.

The Triangle doesn't need water, They just want cheap water and easy
sclutions. This is clearly a2 "have" wvs. "have not"

situaticn. The
=

ngle will take the ecenomic future from another area far its
penefit. They are not even offering anything in recurn.

Thank yeu for any consideration.

Scott M. Bigelow
1106 Chestnut Street
Lumberteon, NC 28353

L
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[Letter from Col. W.S. Crumlish, Retired, Corps of Engineers)

(Xm.HQH.CRuMusH.USA.RrT
HY D Soner s amiring Hiva s

FAYETTEVILLE, NORTH CAROLIY A ZRAOG
11 July 2000

NC State Clearinghouse

Dept of Administration

1302 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1302

Attn: Chrys Baggett project # 00-E-4300-0678

Reference is made to the proposed transfer of water from the Cape
Fear River basin to Cary and others NOT in the Cape Fear watershed !

This action in my engineering opinion is DIASTER for the future
of Fayettevile and others downstream from Lake Jordan..

It is wrong to transfer water from one watershed to another especially
when said water flow NEVER is returned to the original watershed.

It was a bad decision to have already authorized a transfer from Lake
Jordan teo others not in rhe Cape Fear watershed.

To again permit this additional transfer is totally WRONG..

People should live and work where God placed the water- not
the reserve. .,

Wars have been fought over the centuries over water, The present

proposed fiasco is no different than in the past. When will we ever
learn 77

Recommend NO action on the planned water trangfer EVER, ..,

WILLIAM S. CRUMLISH, PE ( Reg PE in Missouri and Texas )
Colonel, USA Ret
Corps of Engineers. .



[Letter from Walter D. Dietrich, Citizen of Fayettevillg]

429 Summeriea D,
Fayetteville, K€ 2R311
Jely L6, 200

Ph. {910} 4E8-3118

Attr: Clrys Baggett

ML Stare Clearmg bavss
Pepartment of Adrninistoution
1302 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, MC 27699-1302

[ear Kir
This Jetter 15 in reference 1o project # G0-E-£300-0687T§.

| am coppsersad to allowing any increase in the intertasin trnsfer of water from the Cape Fear
River basin to the Neuse River basin as requedied by Cery, Ape, Morrisdlle and Wake
Coumty. This (9 an environraentally wnseund practice. I belicve the State has under cstimaled
the dinking water capaciry of Lake Jondan. Lid they evaluace the other water uses, e
indusery, farming, eto? 1d they only estimate the capucity bused on the sige of | ske Jordan?
Did they Use mean depth of Lake Jordan over the yéar? While this summer bes boen ame of the
wetled®, (here have been fir more summers when [ bave witnessed the Cape Fear River al a
trick ke tsouph [illington and Fayerieville.

Vurthermare, belure any more increnses oc furher trancbers are approved from ong wateraned
to eootber in Lhis State; the reguasiing community should have & water treatment feility
completad 1o return equal capacily. The abowve reguesting coramunilies have loog known about
the shortage of water t fesl cheir expansion and sconamic goowth but have decided to da
mothing. They kawow they have the politica] influees to get approvals ar the expetise of Lhe
lowams income commundiies dawn river, This is another examiple oF the Steate rrearing
Favetteyil le, Cumnberland County as ehe "runt of (e litter™,

Guvetnor Hent 3aid he wanted Morth Caraling 14 be the " imeen State”. | sec the continnal
exiraction of walsr Toon this theer basin making s the "Brown Area”™ of the "Greco State”,

1 hope you do the right thing for the environment ad the folks dowrsirontn and eeject this
PCqUCEL $0r an increpse anlil the comminitiss complele 8 reatment fagility to return equal
capacity back o the Cape Fear River husin. Thank yow oy yenr lime wned uny support
regarding this rmafres.

Sineetely. i e
WM Senuior T. Rasd
%

Walter . LDistric



[Electronic correspondence from James and Jenny Rosser, Citizens of Fayettevillg]

Subject: Project # 00-E-4300-0678
Date: Sun, 30 Jul 2000 20:47:18 EDT
From: JROSST0@a0l.com
To: Chrys.Baggett@ncmail net

We ars writing Lo ask that any water taken from the Cape Fear River for Apex
or anywhere else be RETURNED TC the Cape Fear River. Please please be aware
this is so important te ocur community!

Sincerely,

James and Jenny Rosser
Faverteville, NC

T30 241 BM



[Electronic correspondence from Maryann and Bob McCoy, Citizens of Fayetteville]

subject: DU-E-4300-0678
Date: Sun, 30 Jul 2000 20:47:55 EDT
From: MAMcCoy34(@aol.com
To: Chrys.Bageett@ncmail.net

-tnzernung Cary,s use of the water from the Cape Fear River. Please return

any water to the Cape Fear River!!liil Fayetteville has great use of the
water and ocur future growth will depend on this watert!11!!  Thank You
maryann and Bob McCoy 120 Sutcon St. Fayetteville, W. C. 28305
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[Electronic correspondence from D.R. Nimocks, Jr., Citizen of Fayetteville]

Subject: cary's use of cape fear river water - project #00-E-4300-0678"
Date: Mon, 31 Jul 2000 21:59:22 -0400
From: dml2@juno.com
To: Chrys.Baggetti@ncmail net

i see no reason for cary and other n.c. cities NOT to use the
om the cape fear river as long as this water is CLEANED and put
1 Ehe cape fear river.

I am not in favor of water being tzken out of the cape fear, used by a
m.c. city, and then this water put back in another river.

cver a2 period of cime we will end up with the cape fear river being
similar te the Coloradeo river, and i am sure no one wants this to happen,
especially the people below the cary pump out scation that depend on the
cape fear water for drinking, etc.

cerdially,

d.r. nimocks,
fayetteville,

[ BRI
n
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Part D




Proposed Increasein Interbasin Transfer
RTP South and Towns of Cary, Apex, and Morrisville

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

July 13, 2000, 5:00-7:00 PM

The North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources will hold a public
hearing to receive comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by RTP
South and the Towns of Cary, Apex, and Morrisville for the proposed increase in interbasin
transfer from the Haw River Basin to the Neuse River Basin. The transfer is associated with
increased water withdrawals from Jordan Lake.

The public hearing will be conducted from 5:00 to 7:00 PM on Thursday, July 13, 2000 at Cary
Town Hall, Building A, Council Chambers, 316 N. Academy Street, Cary, NC. In addition, staff
will be available to answer questions from 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM at the hearing location. The draft
EIS may be inspected during normal business hours at the offices of the Division of Water
Resources, 512 N. Salisbury Street, Room 1106, Archdale Building, Raleigh. Written statements
of oral comments at the hearing are requested. If you are unable to attend, written comments
can be mailed to the State Clearinghouse at the address listed below. The project reference
number is 00-E-4300-0678. Comments must be received before 5:00 PM, July 31, 2000.

N.C. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
1302 MAIL SERVICE CENTER
RALEIGH, NC 27699-1302
ATTN: CHRYSBAGGETT

Comments may also be submitted electronically to chrys.baggett@ncmail.net

*Note, a separate hearing will be held by the Environmental Management Commission on the
applicants’ petition for an interbasin transfer certificate in conjunction with their request for a
water supply allocation from Jordan Lake. That hearing is tentatively scheduled to occur in
November, 2000.

Background

In conjunction with their request for a water supply allocation from Jordan Lake, the applicants
(RTP South and Towns of Cary, Apex, and Morrisville) have requested to increase their
interbasin transfer from the Haw River Basin to the Neuse River Basin from 16.0 to 27.0 million
gallons per day (MGD). Under the Regulation of Surface Water Transfers Act (G.S. 143-215.221),
persons intending to transfer 2.0 MGD, or increase an existing transfer by 25 percent or more,
must first obtain a certificate from the Environmental Management Commission (EMC). As part
of the petition process, an applicant must complete an environmental assessment (EA) or
environmental impact statement (EIS). The Department determined that an EIS was the
appropriate review document for this project.
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The State of North Carolina has been assigned the use of the entire water supply storage in
Jordan Lake and, under G.S. 143-354(a)(11), can assign this storage to local government having a
need for water supply storage. Initial allocations of water supply from Jordan Lake were made
in 1988. The State is currently in the second round of allocations. Ten communities have
requested new or additional allocations from Jordan Lake. Several of those requests involve
interbasin transfers between the Cape Fear River and Neuse River basins. See table below.

Jordan Lake Water Supply Storage Allocations (@

Requested Recommended Interbasin Transfer

Current Additional Additional Certification

Applicant Allocation Allocation Allocation Required
(MGD) (MGD) (MGD)

Chatham County 6.0 7.0 (b) Unknown

Durham none 25.0 0.0 No

Fayetteville none 20.0 0.0 No

Greensboro none 25.0 0.0 No

Holly Springs none 45 2.0 No

Cary/Apex 16.0 29.0 5.0 Yes

Morrisville none 45 25 Yes

Wake County/ none 3.5 15 Yes

Research Triangle Park

Harnett County none 12.0 (c) Unknown

(a) Allocations obtained are actually a percentage of the water supply storage in Jordan Lake. However, since
all (100 percent) of the water supply storage has an estimated safe yield of 100 MGD, allocations are
conveniently expressed here in terms of MGD. For example, a 6.0-MGD allocation actually represents an
allocation of 6.0 percent of Jordan Lake’s water supply storage.

(b) The EMC approved Chatham County’s petition to have their request considered with those requests
requiring interbasin transfer certification

(c) Because of the timing of Harnett County’s allocation request, it will be processed with those requests
requiring interbasin transfer certification.

In December 1997, the EMC decided on allocation requests not involving a transfer. The EMC
deferred its decision on those requests involving a transfer until the required environmental
documentation is completed. In addition, the EMC deferred its decision on Chatham County
and Harnett County pending additional information. DENR has completed its review of the EIS
for the proposed interbasin transfers. The document has been sent to the State Clearinghouse
for a 45-day public review.

FINAL 61



Next Steps.

July 2000

September 2000

October 2000
November 2000

February 2001

The Division holds public hearing on EIS for interbasin transfer request.

The Division presents recommendations to the Water Allocation
Committee of the EMC.

Full EMC acts on recommendation to hold public hearing.
EMC holds public hearing on allocation and transfer requests .

Hearing Officer presents report to full EMC. EMC issues decision
on allocation and transfer requests.

For more information, visit our project website at: http://www.ncwater.org/ibt/caryeis.html.
You may also contact Mark Broadwell in the Division of Water Resources at 919-715-0386, or
email: mark.broadwell@ncmail.net.
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List of Persons Attending Hearing

Hearing Officer

Tony Young, Division of Water Resources, Raleigh, NC
Staff Members

Tom Fransen, DENR, Division of Water Resources, Raleigh, NC

Mark Broadwell, DENR, Division of Water Resources, Raleigh, NC
Sheila Thomas Ambat, DENR, Division of Water Resources, Raleigh, NC
Sydney Miller, DENR, Division of Water Resources, Raleigh, NC

Steve Zoufaly, DENR, Division of Water Quality, Raleigh, NC

Cam McNutt, DENR, Division of Water Quality, Raleigh, NC

Bill Reid, DENR, Division of Water Quality, Raleigh, NC

Michael Douglas, DENR, Division of Environmental Health, Raleigh, NC

Othersin Attendance

Mick Noland, City of Fayetteville Public Works Commission

C. John Malzone, Fayetteville / Cumberland County Chamber of Commerce
Elton Hendricks, Methodist College, Fayetteville, NC

Patti Dukes, Moncure, NC

Francine Durso, Arcadis Geraghty & Miller, Raleigh, NC

Gary Shope, Research Triangle Foundation, RTP, NC

Jennifer Platt, Town of Cary, Cary, NC

Mark Brown, S& ME, Raleigh, NC

Dan Boone, The Wooten Company, Raleigh, NC

Tommy Esqueda, CH2M Hill, Raleigh, NC

Don Freeman, Cape Fear River Assembly, Fayetteville, NC

Jeri Gray, Water Resources Research Ingtitute, Raleigh, NC

Robert K. (Kim) Fisher, Town of Cary, Cary, NC

Tim Donnelly, Town of Apex, Apex, NC

A.T. Rolan, City of Durham, Durham, NC

Paul Peterson, Malcolm Pirnie, Newport News, VA

Patrick Davis, Triangle J Council of Governments, RTP, NC

Ronald Singleton, Chatham County Public Works, Pittsboro, NC

David Nash, City of Fayetteville, Fayetteville, NC

Chad Ham, Public Works Commission, City of Fayetteville, Fayetteville, NC
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Transcript of Public Hearing
July 13, 2000
Cary Town Hall
Cary, North Carolina

Increase in Interbasin Transfer
From the Haw River Basin to the Neuse River Basin

Wake County (RTP South)
and
Towns of Cary, Apex, and Morrisville

[Hearing Officer: Tony Young]

I will now call the hearing to order. | am Tony Y oung with the NC Division of Water Resources. | will be
the Hearing Officer for this afternoon”s public hearing. This hearing is on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the proposed increase in interbasin transfer from the Haw River Sub-basin to the Neuse
River Sub-basin. The applicants are Wake County/RTP South and the Towns of Cary, Apex, and
Morrisville.

This hearing has been called pursuant to North Carolina Administrative Code Title 1, Chapter 25, Section
.0604 for the purpose of inviting public comment on the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
All comments received will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and presented to the
Environmental Management Commission at one of their upcoming meetings. Public notice of this hearing
was provided electronically to over 350 parties who had registered to receive announcements regarding
Jordan Lake allocation issues. Notice was also sent by first class mail to members of the Environmental
Management Commission, current Jordan Lake allocation holders, and Jordan Lake allocation applicants.
Public Notice was published in the Raleigh News and Observer on June 29, 2000 and in the Fayetteville
Observer Times on June 30, 2000.

| have afew administrative announcements to make. Asyou entered, you should have filled out one of the
registration forms so that we will have arecord of your attendance. Y ou should have a so indicated on the
form whether or not you wish to speak this evening. Please go to the registration table at thistimeif you
have not already registered. Also, copies of the hearing notice that was mailed and the executive summary
from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement are available at the sign-in desk.

| would like to note that it is common for acronyms to be used in aregulatory discussions. The ones you
are most likely to hear this afternoon are EI S for Environmental Impact Statement, I BT for interbasin
transfer, and EM C for the Environmental Management Commission. For the sake of the general public, |
urge al speakersto try to limit their use of acronyms.
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I would now like to recognize Mark Broadwell, with the Division of Water Resources. Mark isthe project
manager for thisrequest. He will present some background information on the approval process for
interbasin transfers.

[Verbal commentsby Mark Broadwell, NC Division of Water Resour ces follow]

I would like to take a few minutes and provide some background on this interbasin transfer request and the
certification process. The proposed transfer is associated with the applicant” s requests for water supply
alocations from Jordan Lake. Jordan Lake isa multi-purpose reservoir completed in 1982 by the US
Army Corps of Engineers. The State of North Carolina has been assigned the use of the entire water
supply storage in Jordan Lake, and the Environmental Management Commission can assign this storage to
any local government having a need for water supply. The two main criteria, in the administrative rules, for
Jordan Lake water supply alocations are future water needs and availability of alternative water supplies.
Also, the administrative rule requires the Environmental Management Commission to coordinate the
review of any allocation requests with the certification of any interbasin transfers that may be required.

Thefirst round of alocations were made in 1988, including a 16 million gallon per day alocation to the
Towns of Cary and Apex. The Commission also approved Cary and Apex’s diversion of the water from
Jordan Lake to the Neuse River. In 1996, Cary and Apex filed arequest for an additional allocation based
on increasing water demands. Following this request, the Division opened a new round of allocations. In
all, ten local governments have filed new applications for water supply from Jordan Lake.
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In June 1997, the Division presented all ocation recommendations to the Environmental Management
Commission. The Commission made a single allocation of 2.0 million gallons per day to the Town of
Holly Springs. It denied the allocation requests for Durham, Fayetteville, and Greensboro. For those
requests involving interbasin transfers, namely, Cary, Apex, Morrisville, and Wake County/RTP South, the
Commission deferred its decision until those transfer requests could be reviewed under the Interbasin
Transfer Statute. The Commission aso voted to consider the allocation requests from Chatham County
and Harnett County at the same time as the requests requiring an interbasin transfer certificate.

So we have two processes running in paralel: Jordan Lake allocations and interbasin transfer.

Interbasin transfers are regulated under the Surface Water Transfers Act. Persons wishing to transfer 2.0
million gallons per day or more must first obtain atransfer certificate from the Environmental Management
Commission. In determining whether a certificate should be issue, the Commission must consider a
number of factors. Theseitemsinclude:

- The necessity, reasonableness, and beneficial effects of the transfer.

- Thedetrimental effects on the source and receiving basins, including effects on water supply
needs, wastewater assimilation, water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, hydroel ectric power
generation, navigation, and recreation.

- The cumulative effect existing transfers or water uses in the source basin.

- Reasonable alternatives to the proposed transfer

- Any other facts and circumstances that are reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes of this
Part.

Overall, the benefits of the transfer must be found to outweigh the detriments.

A provision of the law requires that an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement be
prepared in accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act as support documentation for a transfer
petition.

We are, therefore, midway in the approval process. The applicants have completed a draft
Environmental Impact Statement. At the conclusion of a 45-day public review period ending
July 31st, all oral and written comments received will be incorporated into the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. An additional 30-day public review period will follow. The
next steps are:

In September, the Division will present recommendations on the interbasin transfer request and
Jordan Lake allocations to the EMC - Water Allocation Committee

In October, the full EMC will act on the recommendation to take the transfer and allocation
recommendations to public hearing

In November, the EMC will hold a public hearing on the interbasin transfer request and Jordan
Lake allocations. Note that this will provide an additional opportunity to comment on this
transfer request

In January 2001, the EMC is expected to take final action.

One outcome of this process so far has been the development of a Cape Fear Hydrologic Model
to aid decision-making on Jordan Lake issues. The model has been funded with funds from
local governments, the State and other stakeholder groups.

That concludes my remarks. | look forward to hearing your comments today.

[Hearing Officer: Tony Young]

FINAL 66



Thank you Mark. The next speaker is Bill Kreutzberger with the firm of CH2M Hill. CH2M Hill
is the primary consultant for the interbasin transfer request, and prepared the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Mr. Kreutzberger is going to provide an overview of the
applicants’ request and results of their environmental analysis. Following Bill Kreutzberger’s
presentation, | will invite person who have signed up to speak to come forward and present
their comments. The first speaker will be John Malzone, followed by Mick Noland.

[Verbal commentsof Bill Kreutzberger, CH2M Hill follow]

I have may heard it wrong or Mark may have said it wrong, but the 45-day comment period
ends July 31st,

I will go over the Interbasin Transfer Request (IBT) on issues that were summarized in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) the final draft. Copies are available through DWR
(Division of Water Resources).

I want to briefly touch on the Interbasin Transfer request, how you calculate an Interbasin
Transfer, and then go through the environmental review, the scope of the environmental review,
environmental alternatives, specific direct impacts of the alternatives, secondary and cumulative
impacts, and the conclusion of the environmental review.

The Western Wake communities, RTP South, Apex, Cary and Morrisville have a request to
transfer water from the Jordan Lake Subbasin to the Neuse River Subbasin. This is related to the
request for additional allocation from Jordan Lake; there is an existing IBT certificate for 16 mgd
and the increase is for up to 27 mgd. | will go through how that was calculated.

Just for a little background on the basin. This is the area. You’ll see on the left side is Jordan
Lake in the Cape Fear or Haw subbasin. The red dashed line is 1-40. Cary and Apex are in the
middle. There is a pink line that is a little hard to see that shows the basin divide. Portions of
Cary and Apex are in both the Cape Fear and Neuse basins. Right now, the existing WWTPs are
in the Neuse River basin. Apex is right on the basin divide, probably within %2 or ¥ mile of it.
The Cary North and South plants are a little further away. The WTP is shown, and that is in the
Cape Fear basin. It pulls water from an intake on Jordan Lake. The study area for the EIS is
shown in green and addresses the source basin and receiving basin for the transfer. I'll talk
about that in a minute.

In terms of calculating the IBT we need to look at water supply withdrawals, wastewater
discharges and other factors to really project the IBT, and in discussions with DWR, the idea
was to project the IBT and get a certificate for a relatively long planning period, which was 2030.
The Jordan Allocation, the request that is in place, is an allocation request through 2015. That’s
what DWR decided they would give a 20-year planning request for allocations. The calculation
of the IBT is assuming that additional water is received after that within the Cape River Basin
through 2030, and there were some demand projections that were used to make those
calculations.

Wastewater dischargers I'll go through in a minute, but they include where the existing
wastewater is being discharged as well as return of future wastewater to the Cape Fear River
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Basin.

The allocation request that Mark went over, Apex and Cary currently have an existing allocation
of 16 mgd. That allocation has been used to serve RTP South and Morrisville, in addition to
Apex and Cary. The recommended allocation amount is about 25 mgd.

Demand projections were based upon historic per capita water demand with peaking factors,
some relatively aggressive assumptions of the water conservation and a progressive water reuse
program. The estimated raw water demands on an average basis are a total of 14.3 mgd
projected to increase to approximately 30 mgd. The maximum day demands are also shown.

The wastewater discharges are currently into the Neuse River Subbasin, which are currently
permitted flows. There are no expansions of those permitted discharges and are considered as a
part of the IBT. It is assumed that there will be a proposed regional facility that could discharge
up to 40 mgd through the 30-year planning period that would return wastewater to the Haw
River Subbasin or downstream of the Haw River Subbasin.

In calculating an IBT, the IBT is a maximum day number. So, it is important when comparing
numbers that the IBT is maximum day numbers. Sometimes you see other numbers such as
monthly average. So, when comparing flow numbers and flow rates you must recognize they
may be calculated on a different duration basis. It considers a withdrawal from Jordan Lake. It
also considers consumptive use, that amount of water that may be used for irrigation or other
consumptive uses but isn’t returned as wastewater, and then the wastewater discharges.

And how much of that is returned to the Cape Fear River Basin so that the difference between
that withdrawal and that return is the IBT. The projected IBT amounts are shown to approach
24.1 mgd by the end of the planning period. Again, this is a projection for 30-years so the
requested IBT of 27 includes a safety factor of about 10% due to uncertainty in growth
projections and the fact that the IBT assumes very aggressive conservation programs which the
success of may be a little different in the various communities. The IBT amount in any given
year can depend on timing of permits for reuse as well as the Cape Fear Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant.

I guess that all this background on the IBT and the allocation really represents the proposed
alternative for the IBT.

Now | would like to go over the Environmental Review and the issues that are addressed in the
EIS.

This list of issues are typically shown in an Environmental Assessment (EA) or an EIS. The
major issues that were focused on are: Water Quality/Water Resources, particularly hydrologic
issues related to the IBT; Wetlands; Fish and Wildlife Resources; Sensitive Species and Habitat.
There are also concerns about Urban Land and Forestry Resources and some of the other issues
were of lesser concern but are all addressed in the EIS.

We had a number of alternatives that we considered in the EIS. One was the proposed action.

Two was related to no increase in the IBT. One included no additional allocation of water from
Jordan Lake which would eventually slow growth significantly; the second was no IBT but did
assume that there would be more allocation of water from Jordan Lake but the water had to be
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returned quicker to the Cape Fear River Basin. Other options were to obtain water from the
Neuse, relocating existing wastewater treatment plants, an administrative alternative of
merging with the Durham system, and the one that represent the maximum IBT is if there were
no regional wastewater treatment plant to return wastewater to the Cape Fear River Basin.
How big would that transfer be? There would be a much bigger transfer than 27 mgd and it
would be as much as 55 or 57 mgd.

I mentioned before that we are looking at the issues relative to the Source and the Receiving
Basin. The Source Basin is the Haw River Subbasin of the Cape Fear River Subbasin. The major
issue is the direct hydrologic impacts of the IBT. Both the incremental impacts of the IBT and
the cumulative impacts with other uses in the watershed. Another concern was Secondary
Impacts of growth in that subbasin. In the Receiving Basin there was a concern about the direct
impact of the discharges; however, the existing discharges have all been through environmental
reviews. For those discharge amounts there were no increase proposed in those permitted
discharges. So those direct impacts have been reviewed as part of other environmental
documents. But clearly the Secondary Impacts of growth were major issues that needed to be
addressed in the EIS.

For the scope of the Environmental Impact Review we focused on the Direct Impacts. It is
important that this is a transfer of water with facilities that are constructed or may require
additional environmental approval prior to construction. So there are no construction-related
impacts related to this request. So, the direct impacts were hydrologic in nature, and the
secondary impacts for almost all the alternatives were the same with the exception of 1A -
where there was no IBT and no additional allocation. That one could curtail growth quite a bit.
All others would allow growth to occur. Therefore, the Secondary Impacts came down to two
alternatives.

Mark mentioned that a hydrologic model has been developed as part of this process and has
been used to evaluate direct impacts. The model development was initiated in 1997. It went
through a stakeholder group, consultant selection, and then the model development. The Cape
Fear River Basin Model is based upon the Danish Hydraulic Institute’s Mike Basin Water
Resources Model. It has an Arc View Interface for graphically displaying the data, and is based
upon looking at daily flows in the Cape Fear River Basin, basically the entire basin above Lock
Dam No. 1 near Wilmington’s intake and based upon a 65-year period of record.

Now we used that model to evaluate the IBT and a number of factors or indicators to look at
impacts. The impacts were Jordan Lake Elevation, Jordan Lake Outflow, Cape Fear River Flow
at Lillington, Cape Fear River Flow at Fayetteville, and the Jordan Lake Water Quality Pool
Storage. We did all the analyses on the 65-year hydrologic record.

The scenarios that we analyzed for comparison. We looked at the 1998 case, which was a case
where it was assumed that the discharges and withdrawals for 1998 were the same for the entire
65-year period of record. Then we also looked at a base future case that assumed full use of the
100 mgd water supply available in Jordan Lake. All assuming that the current rule applies and
50% returns to Jordan Lake and that current allocation holders are using their full allocations.

We looked at the proposed action and then the alternatives in relationship to these. I’'m not
going to show a lot of graphs but will show two. The first shows the comparison of the
incremental impacts on Jordan Lake and basically the left hand axis is the percent of the time the
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flow exceeds a certain amount or in this case that the elevation is less than a certain amount.
The top graph shows base 1998 and these are all of the others including the base future and
proposed alternatives. In other words, it is hard to distinguished between the base future case
and all the proposed alternatives. A similar situation in terms of comparison of incremental
effects of flows at Fayetteville. Again, this is the percent of time it exceeded this flow at
Fayetteville.

From the hydrologic model, the basic conclusion is that the IBT has no significant impact on lake
elevations, Jordan Lake outflows or downstream flow frequency. There were some changes;
however, the differences that we saw from the 1998 base case are due to full use of the Jordan
Lake Water Supply Pool not the proposed IBT which is one of the reasons why we analyzed it
that way. There is a summary of this in the EIS proper and a more detailed technical
memorandum in Appendix B.

The secondary impacts are concerned with growth in the RTP area, where there is a great job
market, good universities, and a lot of livability factors which makes this an attractive place to
come. The position of the DENR is the proposed IBT may facilitate growth. Of course there are
other projects such as transportation, which may facilitate growth. Because the IBT may
facilitate growth, we had to look at the growth impacts.

The potential impacts of growth within the area includes: stream and lake impacts; increased
stormwater runoff pollutants; changed hydrology of streams, in particular wetland loss;
fragmentation of terrestrial habitats, which is very important to Wildlife Resources staff; air
impacts; groundwater impacts; and noise. DENR as part of the Governor’s Smart Growth
Initiative wanted the applicants to consider mitigation of secondary impacts: issues such as
open space and land use plans, growth management plans, riparian area protection, improved
erosion sediment control, limitation on floodplain development, and water conservation and
reuse.

Conclusions from the Environmental Review in terms of direct impacts of the IBT is that it has
no significant impact on lake elevation, Jordan Lake outflows, flow frequency or downstream
flows. Again, there are no construction related impacts.

Secondary and cumulative impacts may be significant, and expensive mitigation measures have
been included in the EIS to address these issues.

[Hearing Officer: Tony Young]

Thank you Bill. I will now call on those persons who have indicated a desire to comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Please limit your comments to matters relevant to the
proposed interbasin transfer. All speakers must come up to the microphone so that we can pick
up your comments on our tape recording. If you have a written statement of your comments, as
requested, please give them to the person at the registration table. When your name is called,
please step up to the microphone and identify yourself and your affiliation.

We have received a letter from Senator Tony Rand. He requested that it be read into the record,
so | will read it at this time.

[Letter from Senator Anthony E. Rand follows]
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NORTH CAROLINA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Senator Anthony E. Rand, 24th District

Eownm W July 13, 2000

Legeslats e Office Butldmg

Balewgh, N 2760028008 Wice Cluermiat, A ppopramonsBase Budger
19891 733-9892 Wive Charmman, Informaissn Tectimas oy

BTSSR TO BE READ AT THE HEARING THIS EVENING
ST CARY TOWN HALL, 5:00 - 7:00 P.M.

Clinan, Ruales and Cperaneas of the Senale

Mr. Tony Young

Hearnng Officer

Division of Water Resources g
Department of Environment and Natural Resources R
Archdale Building

5312 North Salisbury Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1148

Dear Mr. Young

Through my service in the General Assembly and also my service as Chairman of the
Cape Fear River Assembly for several years, [ have become acutely aware of the
problems of water supply and the protection of the Cape Fear River Basin.

The City of Fayetteville has been blessed to be located on the Cape Fear and the founding
fathers of our city knew this when they located our city there. Now there are those who
would deny us our most valuable resource and take the short term approach to transfer
water from our river basin. To allow others to grow at our expense would be shortsighted
in the extreme. The City of Fayetteville has voted a significant bond issue in order 1o

return the water it takes from the Cape Fear back to the Cape Fear for further use by those
down stream.

We should all be good stewards of our natural resources and should not try to benefit at
the expense of the less fortunate. I have no problem with the Triangle using water from

the Cape Fear, but | do have significant problems with their failure to return it to where
the Lord originally put it.

I appreciate your attention to this and wish you well in your efforts.

Very truly yours,

ALR:ec /:‘%and
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Hearing Officer: Tony Young

The first speaker is John Malzone followed by Nick Noland.

[Verbal comments of C. John Malzone, Fayetteville/ Cumberland Chamber of Commer ce
follow]

Thank you, my name is John Malzone from Fayetteville and | am here on behalf of the citizens
of Fayetteville and Cumberland County. More particularly the Fayetteville/Cumberland
County Area Chamber of Commerce.

I am a member of the Chamber of Commerce as well as being a member of the Fayetteville Area
Economic Development Commission and | remember back in 1988 when the original 16 million
gallons were transferred. There was a discussion in Fayetteville but we were busy with other
matters. We didn’t complain too much and plus it was our good friends up in Cary, by gosh it
was a nice little town up in Cary, we were happy to see them grow. But funny things have
happened over these past several years and Cary has grown dramatically as has Fayetteville.
But the difference is that we are a low wealth community and consequently we do not have the
proximity to the state capital, we don’t have the highways, the educational resources. But what
we do have is the desire to grow because Fayetteville and Cary are kind of alike. Most
everybody from Fayetteville is not from Fayetteville and a lot of people from Cary are not from
Cary. But what happens is people gravitate to a certain geographic location and we have
similar likes and similar desires, we want our community to grow.

What we understand in Fayetteville is that for us to grow successfully we have to have
industrial development. For this we have no problem with Wake County and the Triangle Area
using water from the Haw Basin/Cape Fear Basin as long as they return it to that basin so that
we downstream can use that water. We cannot grow if water is taken from this basin, deposited
into the Neuse Basin never to return. So on behalf of the citizens, the 350,000 people in the
Greater Fayetteville/Cumberland County Area we urge you to re-examine this Impact
Statement. | serve on the Cape Fear Valley Health Systems Board Trustee, two years as its
President and a 600 million dollar a year health system and we find that when we want an issue
to go our way, we pay the consultants. So consequently consultants are wonderful, they
provide a tremendous amount of information but to say that there is no significant impact
downstream, | think is an incorrect interpretation of reality.

Thank you.
[Hearing Officer: Tony Young]

Thank you Mr. Malzone. Mick Noland is our next speaker, followed by Elton Hendricks.

FINAL 72



[Written copy of verbal comments by Mick Noland, Chief Operating Officer, Public Works
Commission, City of Fayetteville follow]

]

STATEMENT BY
FAYETTEVILLE PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION

JULY 13, 2000 PUBLIC HEARING
PROPOSED IET INCREASE FOR
RTP SOUTH AND TOWNS OF CARY, APEX AND MORRISVILLE

My name is Mick Noland. | am the Chief Operating Officer for the Water
Rescurces Division of the City of Fayetteville Public Works Commission. This
evening | would like to take a few minules to describe some of our concerns with
the proposed interbasin transfer increase for several communities in the Triangle
area. | wilf confine my remarks to specific areas relevant to the May 2000 Draft

EIS that is currently under review.

First, wa believe that the Proposed Action should be redefined. The
Proposed Action assumes that construction of a regional wastewater treatment
plant will occur in western Wake County with discharge 1o the Cape Fear River.
However, we know of no reason that this can be assumed as a given. No
environmental review has yet been issued for public review of such a project

We do not believe that it is appropriate to now assume that a West Cary
wasiewaler reatment plant or some other similar project will be permitted. A
SEPA review procass has not even been conducted and potential construction of
such & project is envisioned by Cary as being nearly a decade away

Altemative 3 is defined assuming that the Cary North, Cary South, and Apex
wastewater treatment plants may have sufficient permitted capacity to treat
projected wastewater flows to 2030 In fact, the recently adopted \Wake County
Water & Sewer Plan includes a recommendation that the capacities of both the

Cary North and Cary South wastewater treatment plants be expanded in the near
future,
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Gwen these facts, we request that the Proposed Action be redefined as
Alternative 5, which assumes that no regional wastewater treatment plant is
constructed in the Cape Fear Basin,

Second, we believe that the altemative of purchasing water from Raleigh
should be reavaluated. Alternative 2 includes purchase of finished water from
cither Durham or Raleigh. The EIS points out that Raleigh has recently denied
Cary’s request for additional water purchases through 2003, However, Cary has
a conneclion with the City of Raleigh with a capacity of 13 mgd and, as recently
as May of this year, Raleigh did agree to sell additional water to Apex and
Wendell, In addition, there have been recent reponts that Raleigh could still
agree to sell additional water to Cary, particularly if the State approves ncreasing
Faleigh's water trealment plant capacity to 80 mgd. The adopted Wake County
Water & Sewer Plan even includes a recommendation that Raleigh's water
treaiment plant capacity be expanded to 96 mgd by 2003, to 120 mgd by 2011,
and to 136 mgd by 2025 To back up this recommendation, Raleigh, less than
two maonths age, adopted a Capital Improvement Program that allocates 54
million dellars for expanding Raleigh's water treatment capacity

Given these facts, we request that the availability and feasibility of purchasing
water from Raleigh be reevaluated in light of adopted plans to greatly expand
Raleigh's water treatmant capacity.

Third, we do not believe that the EIS scenarios provide a realistic low flow
impact assessment for users downstream of Jordan Lake. The Base {998
scenanc is supposed to represent existing basin conditions in 1998, However,
Cape Fear River flows at Lillington simuiated in the E1S are frequently much
mgher than actually occurred dunng the period since Jordan L.al-ce filling was
completed in 1982, The fact is that actual Lilington flows have dropped below
the 500 cfs mimimum flow target every yoar betwaen 1982 and 2000, aften far

below GO0 ofs, and to levels as low as 300 ois. In other words, the impact
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assessment of downslream flow conditions is theoretical rather than a realistic
assessment of what downstream users can expacl. The low flow pericds where
large flow discrepancies exist between actual and simulaled levels are the same

periods that are critical for evaluating the impact on downstream communities
such as Fayetteville

Grven these facls, we request that a realistic evaluation of low flow impacts
below Jordan Lake be developed for the EIS.

Fourth, we believe that the EIS scenarios demonstrate that the Jordan Lake
water quality pool is already insufficient for downstream needs. Even under
the Base 1988 scenario, simulated Jordan Lake water quality storage is fully
depleted so frequently that it is clear that the water quality pool is too small to
maintain the 500 ofs minimum flow target at Lilington. This demonstrates a
critical problem in how current Jordan Lake storage is cumently managed. We
believe that it would make more sense to first ensure that adequate storage can
be apportioned to maintain downstream flow needs bafars allocating additional
water supply storage. Otherwise, downstream users such as Fayetteville, who
depend on Jordan Lake water quality storage to maintain the minimum flow
target, can already expect insufficient Cape Fear flows during drought.  This
expectation is confirmed in the Base 1998 scenario resulls fram the EIS showing
Lilington flows dropping down to about 100 cfs or lass during one out of BVEry
seven years, The EIS claims that the Proposed Action will not affect downstream
users supplies or assimilative capacities. However, the EIS misses the point that
the data show that there is already a problem with the water quality pool

maintaning an adequate low flow regime.

Given these facts, we question the logic of approving new allocations when, even

under existing conditions, downstream users already face such critical supply

uncerainbes
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Fifth, we believe that the EIS scenarios demonstrate that the current Jordan
Lake water supply safe yield estimate is questionable. The Proposed
Incremental scenario assumes that total Jordan Lake withdrawals equal 100
mgd. Under this scenario, simulated Jordan Lake water supply storage is fully
depleted in 1933, 1934, 1953 and 1954 and nearly depleted in 1985. We
question the legitimacy of the 100 mgd safe yield estimate for Jordan Lake when
these EIS results show water supply storage being fully depleted in multiple
droughts and fully depleted or at less than § percent for over three consecutive
months in one drought. At the ver'y lzast, these resulls demonsirate that the 100
mgd estimate may be aptimistically high. This is even before considering the
patential safe yield reduction if the “50 Percent Rule” were modified to allow 3
greater than 50 percent diversion of the water supply pool out of Jordan Lake's
watershed.

Given these facts, we guestion the prudenca of approving new allocations when
this level of uncertainty exists with this most basic assumption of available safe

yield for allocation,

Sixth, we do not believa that the acceptability of cumulative impacts has
been assessed. 1he EIS does include scenarios in which the complete Jordan
Lake water supply pool is utilized. However, the real question, of whether the
curmulative impacts are acceptabla or not, is not addressed in the EIS.

Lastly, we wish to emphasize that an objective evaluation of the EIS is
necded regardless of the construction already underway to make use of the
proposed allocation. Cary/Apex water supply system improvements ara
already well underway that would allow withdrawal and treatment of an expanded
Jordan Lake allocation, These improvements include expansion of the water
realment plant, expanswon of the raw water pump station, and construction of 2

raw water transmission ine. Millions of dollars have already been spent on this

FINAL 76



construction which began last year in October. These improvements have boen
made withoul EMC approvals and constitule a sizable risk

Gwen these facts, it's critical that the EIS be objectively evaluated even though

milliors of dollars have already been spent on construction

In closing, let me just add that we now have the oppariunily to take a positive
step toward ensuring that the Cape Fear River remamns available for the present
and future generations whao will have to rely on this resource. The serious
warning signs that already exist in this basin should cause all of us to stop and
make sure that these issues are addressed now, while the opportunity still exists,
and before ireversible actions are taken. We merely nead 1o look al the waler
quality issues in the adjacent Neuse River Basin {0 see how serious problems
can easily overtake us if we don't take full account of tha waming signs. A more
pro-active approach to management of our basin would ultimately be in

everyone's best interests rather than allowing expediency to govern our actions.

Thank you for the opportunity to express the views of the City of Fayetteville
FPublc Works Commession. We respectfully ask that each of our concems be

satisfactorily addressed before any final decisions are made concerning the
requasted IBT,

Respectiully submitted by,

M trf

1'.‘.|1-|rld F:E
Chief Operating Officar

Water Resources Division

City of Fayetteville Public Wearks Cammission
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[Hearing Officer: Tony Young]

Thank you Mr. Noland for your comments. The last speaker who has signed up is Elton
Hendricks.

[Verbal commentsof Elton Hendricks, President, Methodist College, Fayetteville, NC
follow]

Ladies and Gentlemen, | appreciate the opportunity to speak with you briefly on a very
important topic.

My name is Elton Hendricks; | am the President of Methodist College in Fayetteville. We are in
the northern part of the City of Fayetteville; our campus is aligned or situated along the Cape
Fear River. We have approximately 1-mile footage along the Cape Fear so it is the river | have a
privilege of looking at regularly and happy to see it flow along happily and constantly.

I am concerned that the IBT threatens the water source of the City of Fayetteville. It threatens
the future economic development of an area that needs economic development, and the IBT
threatened the quality of life in the Cumberland County/City of Fayetteville area. | am not
convinced from what I've known earlier or what | have heard today that the environmental
guestions surrounding the IBT have been adequately addressed. For example, the Executive
Summary reads in part that the EIS includes Direct Impacts of the IBT would be insignificant
and yet we’ve heard here today the acknowledgement that assessments about reduced use and
conservation were very aggressive assumption with regard to IBT. Then the assumption, the
environmental impact would be insignificant based on the assumption of additional wastewater
treatment plants to return water to the Cape Fear Region. Those are at least in the present
environment far from certain and do not justify confidence that the EIS would be valid. Itis
instructive to remember what we were told by the tobacco industry for a long period of time
that there were really no questions of health regarding the tobacco industry. Those in fact are
not the case.

There is obviously a need and desire that the growth of the Research Triangle Area to continue
for the use of water but a simple conclusion on my part is that if you want to use the water from
the Cape Fear Region put it back in the Cape Fear River Basin. One of the basic things we
learned in kindergarten was if you used something, you should put it back where you found it.
That is true, whether it is a cookie cutter for play dough or whether it is water from the Cape
Fear River Basin. If the water is needed it should be used, treated, and placed back into the river
from which it came. The river that nature and nature’s God placed in that particular location; it
is inappropriate to divert water from the Cape Fear Basin for the welfare of rapidly growing
areas elsewhere when those who live downstream need that water for their own economic
development.

Now there are two objections that | have heard to the question of treatment and replacing of the
water in the Cape Fear Basin. One is that the treatment plants are not ready and unlikely to be
ready anytime in the near future. The Fayetteville Observer today has a wonderful editorial
entitled “Water Heist” justly note to Cape Fear holdup suggest that the current projection of our
water treatment plant projected for the year 2003 which itself was a postponement from and
earlier date. The editorial raises serious questions if that water treatment plant would be
available by that time. But the fact that the water treatment plant, water treatment is not
available and the result to that should not be borne by people who live downstream. Those who
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live downstream should not be required to bare the burden of poor planning upstream. If water
is to be taken from the Cape Fear those people who needed should make adequate plans for
treating it and returning it to the Cape Fear Basin.

The second argument that | have heard about returning it to the Cape Fear Basin is that it is just
too expensive. But my conclusion is that if you need water or need somebody else’s water you
should be willing to pay for it.

The tax base of the Research Triangle, Wake County, Raleigh, and Cary area is the envy of most
communities in the nation, a large tax base. If there is anyone who can afford to pay for water
treatment facilities are those people who live in this particular area. It is never just and moral to
ask poor counties downstream to bare the burden of rich counties upstream and that’s what in
fact is being done or being proposed when it is suggested that we have IBT to the benefit of
wealthy counties to the detriment of poor counties downstream.

I think the conclusion is simple, if you need the water take it, use it, treat it, and put it back;
recognizing that there is some consumptive degradation in the amount of water that is returned.
That is understandable. But no water should be taken out of the Cape Fear beyond what has
already been taken until adequate preparations are made to return that water. That is the
politically responsible, environmentally responsible, and the morally responsible thing to do.

And then one last comment. Those people who would be most damaged by transfer from the
Cape Fear Basin to the Neuse Basin, those who would have the most detrimental experience
from that activity don’t live in the area where this hearing has been held. This hearing ought to
be held in the region where the people downstream will experience that and | suggest that any
future hearings ought to be held in an area which is convenient to the people who would be
most damaged by the transfer.

| appreciate the opportunity to express these views and | have every confidence in the wisdom
and the responsibility of the environmental folks in our state that in the end we will do the
environmentally, politically, and morally responsible thing to do.

Thank you very much.
[Hearing Officer: Tony Young]

Thank you Mr. Hendricks for your comments. Are there any additional comments from anyone
at this time? For persons wishing to comment later, the record will remain open for written
comments until July 31, 2000. Instructions for submitting comments are printed on the public
notice. Written comments will be considered equally with oral comments. All comments will
become part of the permanent public record and will be included in the Final EIS. Thank you
for your interest in the management of North Carolina’s water resources and for your
participation in today’s public hearing. The hearing is now closed.
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